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In Uganda, Civil Society Organizations (CSOs) play a central role on both service delivery and development of democracy while also contributing to achieving equality, justice and poverty reduction. Therefore, they need to have good corporate governance structures to efficiently play their roles in society. This research study sought to examine the effect of corporate governance on organizational performance in civil societies in Kapchorwa municipality using Kapchorwa Civil Society Alliance (KASCOA) as a case. The study sought to address three specific objectives; (1) to determine the effect of board structure on organizational performance of KACSOA in Kapchorwa district; (2) to analyze the effect of board committees on organizational performance of KACSOA; (3) to assess the effect of board competency on organizational performance of KACSOA. A cross sectional design was adopted with a sample of 86 respondents comprising of staff of KASCOA who were chosen through purposive and simple random sampling methods. Primary quantitative and qualitative data was collected from the respondents using self-administered structured questionnaires and personal interviews. Secondary data was obtained from existing related literature including annual reports from KACSOA. Results from the study indicated that all the three variables were statistically significant at 5 percent level of significance. Board committee had the highest positive and significant effect on performance of KASCOA (Beta= 0.975, P=0.000), followed by board competency (Beta= 0.968, P=0.000), and board structure had the lowest significant effect on organizational performance (Beta= 0.916, P=0.000). Drawing from the findings and conclusions, there is need for KACSOA to increase budget compliance, improve its board structure through increasing diversity especially in terms of gender, and to increase the representation of all organization’s stakeholders on the board in order to increase their satisfaction. It is further recommended that KACSOA should form more competent boards that maintain high board and committee accountability, and to monitor the human resource management. Lastly, there is need for the board to efficiently perform its roles and make regular reviews on its own performance in order to boost board competency, thus improved corporate governance and hence a better organizational performance. 
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[bookmark: _Toc205656733][bookmark: _Toc129014536]1.1 Introduction
This chapter includes the background to the study, historical, theoretical, conceptual and contextual background, the problem statement, the general objective, specific objectives, and research questions, scope of the study, justification, significance, and conceptual framework of the study.
[bookmark: _Toc205656734][bookmark: _Toc129014537]1.2 Background to study
The United Nations Sustainable Development Goals adopted in 2015, committed all countries to do all they can to eradicate poverty, promote human dignity and equality, and achieve peace, democracy and environmental sustainability. World leaders promised to work together to meet the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) with specific targets, including that of democracy, equality and reducing poverty by half by 2030.  To achieve this, it required many combined and complementary efforts by international agencies, national governments, local authorities, private sector and civil society organizations (CSOs). Civil society has to make a larger contribution both directly and indirectly to the process of democracy, equality, justice and poverty reduction and attainment of other SDG targets. For that to happen, the CSOs need to have good corporate governance structures and cultures to enable them make the desired contribution to SDGs. 
Corporate governance (CG) as a concept has varied definitions which ultimately describes how companies are managed and controlled. Babatunde and Olaniran (2009) suggested that corporate governance apparatus is twofold, internal and external. Internal Corporate governance embodies giving precedence to owner’s concerns and ensuring that the board checks on top management serving as a link between management and the owners. External corporate governance examines and controls executive actions by means of external policies concerning other stakeholders. This study will focus on internal controls. Corporate governance embodies structures, systems, mechanisms and framework through which organizations are directed and controlled by those saddled with the duties and responsibilities in the interest of shareholders and other stakeholders. Corporate governance is further defined as the process and structure that is used for directing and managing business’ affairs in order to enhance business prosperity and corporate accountability with the ultimate objective (Zabri et al.2016).
Under this section, the historical background, theoretical background, conceptual background and contextual background of the study will be discussed. 
[bookmark: _Toc205656735][bookmark: _Toc129014538]1.2.1 Historical background
Over two decades ago, the term corporate governance had minimal meaning for most people, other than a small number of scholars and shareholders (Claessens and Yurtoglu, 2013). Corporate financial scandals across the world from 1998 to 2002 brought CG under considerable scrutiny by scholars and shareholders. Claessens and Yurtoglu (2013) wrote that during the wave of financial crises in 1998 in Russia, Asia, and Brazil, the behavior of the corporate sector affected entire economies, and deficiencies in CG endangered global financial stability. In 2002, financial scandals rocked the United States and Europe with news about the failure of corporate boards and governance involving Enron, WorldCom, and Tyco (Holmstrom and Kaplan, 2003).
 After the collapse of Enron, WorldCom, and Arthur Anderson, the furtherance of CG issues became a high priority in research (Adewale, 2013). The London Stock Exchange, the Financial Reporting Council, and the accountancy profession in the United Kingdom published a committee report, The Financial Aspects of Corporate Governance, in December 1992. The report became known as Cadbury Report, named after the then-chairman of the committee, Sir Adrian Cadbury. Cadbury (1992) defined CG as the system by which companies are regulated and held in check.
In Africa, poor firm performance resulting from poor governance is evident in failures such as Cadbury in Nigeria and KPMG, Naspers and SAP scandal in South Africa. However according to Kyereboah-Coleman (2007), firm performance is strongly related to specific corporate governance aspects. For instance, a larger and independent board is directly responsible for high firm value and performance. After restoration of the East African economy, most countries have redirected their focus addressing and researching the bottom-line matters which could lead to a catastrophe such as the one experienced in the United States (Mak and Kusnadi, 2005).
In Uganda, the country has witnessed several large-scale corporate failures in recent years; for example, The Co-operative Bank, The Greenland Bank, The Trans-Africa Bank and The Trust Bank all collapsed in 1998 and 1999 (Wanyama et al. 2006). The latest being Crane bank which was taken over by DFCU in January 2017, which had been under the statutory management of the Bank of Uganda (BOU) because the bank's liabilities exceeded its assets. The acquisition included all customer deposit accounts and loan accounts (Reuters, 27 January 2017).
 In the aftermath of these events, the term CG is becoming more widely known. Researchers, people within the corporate world, and policymakers have begun to recognize the potential macroeconomic, distributional, and long-term consequences of weak CG systems (Claessens and Yurtoglu, 2013). CG is critical in relation to access to financing, costs of capital, valuation, and performance. Therefore, those responsible for CG must consider how their decisions impact stakeholders and shareholders who are participating in financing, costs of capital, valuation, and performance (Claessens and Yurtoglu, 2013). 
The emergence of business scandals, rules and regulations issued by governing agencies, has had corporate leaders continuously searching for strategies to enforce CG with the aim of improving organizational performance. Better CG leads to higher returns on equity and greater efficiency (Claessens and Yurtoglu, 2013). 
Corporate Governance
The Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD, 2004) defined corporate governance as rules and practices that govern the relationship between managers, shareholders, and stakeholders of corporations who contribute to the growth and financial stability of the organization. Agyenmang and Castellini (2015) and Strine (2010) described CG as the structure, processes, and mechanisms of firms directed and managed to strengthen long-term shareholder value, which will then improve firm performance.
Jordan (2013) provided a comprehensive description of CG, suggesting that the concept encompasses every force that bears on the decision making of the firm. The forces consist of control rights of the stockholders, contractual agreements and insolvency powers of debt holders, and commitments with employees, customers, suppliers, and regulations authorized by governmental agencies (Jordan, 2013; Kamal and Saadi, 2013).
Corporate governance (CG) defines standards and processes to manage and regulate businesses (Adewale, 2013). Claessens and Yurtoglu (2013) noted the various definitions of CG and found that definitions of CG tend to fall into two categories. The first category pertains to the behavior patterns of corporations. The corporate behavior patterns are recognized in such measures as performance, efficiency, growth, financial structure, and treatment of shareholders and stakeholders. The second category is related to the normative framework, meaning the rules under which firms operate. The sources of the rules are the legal system, judicial system, financial markets, and factor (labor) markets (Claessens and Yurtoglu, 2013). Garuba and Otomewo (2015) viewed CG as describing approaches to and strategies for control and guidance of managerial governance. Oghoghomeh and Ogbeta (2014) stated that CG helps to ensure the accountability and forthrightness of managers to deliver an acceptable return to investors and meet regulatory and agreed-upon responsibilities. El-Chaarani (2014) suggested that CGpresents directions and rules to align diverse interests of managers with interests of shareholders. Donaldson (2012) described CG as instructions, methods, and traditions that influence the control of a company. El-Chaarani (2014) further found that CG contributes to the establishment of organizational goals and procedures to oversee performance. A lack of consensus regarding the definition of CG causes the meaning of CG to differ between industries. Oghoghomeh and Ogbeta (2014) found that the collapse of the financial market related to CG affected diverse organizations. 
Civil society Organizations
Civil Society Organisations (CSOs) are defined as non-state, not-for-profit, voluntary organisations formed by people within the social sphere of civil society (Anheier, 2004). Therefore, the term CSO is also used interchangeably with non-governmental organisations (NGOs). While the term CSOs cover a variety of organizational interests and forms, which can include also informal so cial movements coming together around a common cause, the NGOs usually have a formal structure and, in most cases, they are registered with national authorities (World Health Organization (WHO),2002).
Globally over the last decades, the role of CSOs in service delivery and those particularly involved in freedom of speech, an independent judiciary in particular has undergone dramatic change in developing countries. It is impossible to define the role of CSO in freedom of speech and independence of judiciary without first considering the role of government and the strengths and weakness in the political, economic and social systems. CSOs in the recent years have become more prominent, visible and diverse (WHO, 2001).Historically, civil society organisations have been associated with the rise of democracy in both Europe and North America. CSO is a product of a specific historical evolution associated with the enlightenment and subsequent elements of modernization notably urbanization, industrialization, and the rise of modern capitalism (Bermeo and Nord,2000).As a result, CSO networks have been formed within and across countries to promote a wider and more transnational support of public interests on global policy issues such as human rights, environment, democracy, equality, development and health (Steele,2000).All these are aimed at fostering improved service delivery, democracy, and equality, social and economic development.
In Asia and Latin America, CSOs have been involved in mobilizing effective demand for services, building awareness of community needs and experimenting in innovative approaches to service delivery that are later replicated by the government sector (The Asia Foundation,2008). In Africa, African states had failed to foster sustainable development hence causing the re-emergence of the idea of CSOs. CSO represents a sustained political reform, legitimate states and governments, improved governance and service delivery systems. Civil society is observed as a priority for any form of sustainable change. It is argued that in governments where decentralization is practiced, CSO engagement has led to a more responsive, accountable and transparency system responsible for sustainable development (Mkandawire, 1999).
In Uganda, there has been a tremendous growth in non- governmental organizations and with the many reforms presently taking place. Uganda’s poverty and underdevelopment is manifested in limited participatory in democratic decisions and health indicators and civil society organizations play a central role in both service delivery and the development of democracy (United Nations Development programme (UNDP), 2010).The complexity and the dynamics of civic sector in Uganda are diverse(Katusiimeh, 2004).
Of late, emerging concern about CSOs highly donor‐ dependent and outcry in the public arena is that some CSOs have a narrow membership base and weak links to the constituencies they are meant to serve. These are commonly referred to as “Briefcase CSO or NGOs”. Besides these community concerns, many CSOs and their networks have fragile institutional foundations in areas such as governance, strategic planning, human resource management and financial management (UNDP,2010). In addition, CSOs capacity for effective governance is also limited. This case scenario therefore, presents a challenge in ascertaining CSOs and their roles in corporate governance especially in the developing countries such as Uganda (Thueet al.2002). This study therefore sought to establish the effect of corporate governance on organizational performance in CSOs in Uganda using the case of Kapchorwa Civil Society Organization Alliance (KACSOA) in Kapchorwa district.
[bookmark: _Toc205656736][bookmark: _Toc129014539]1.2.2. Theoretical perspective
Agency Theory 
The agency theory was brought into debate by Jensen and Meckling (1976). It is based on the proposition that when ownership of an organization is separated from control, managers acting as agents on behalf of the owners or principal are prone to pursuing their own interest to the detriment of the owners. It further stressed that managers have interest which does not align with maximizing returns to shareholders thus creating agency problem between shareholders (principal) and directors (agents). The principal has to bear some agency cost in order to monitor the activities of the agent to ensure efficiency. 
Agency theory recognizes an agency relationship of the principal (company) and the agent (manager) in organizations (Bosse and Phillips, 2016). The principal and agent are considered as acting in a self-interested capacity and have influenced CG deliberations (Filatotchev and Nakajima, 2014; Ross, 1973). Agency theory focuses on the relationship between principals-shareholders) and managers-agents (Hannafey and Vitulano, 2013), whereas stakeholder theory is inclusive of groups and individuals that are instrumental to the survival of the organization (Harrison and Wicks, 2013). Therefore, agency theory was not suitable for this study.  For this study, the people included will be all senior managers of KACSOA involved with the implementation and enforcement of CG strategies to improve organizational performance of KACSOA hence stakeholder’s theory would be more preferable.
Stakeholder’s theory 
Extant literature suggests that corporate governance involves a collection of systems, practices, courses of action, and rules and foundations affecting how a corporation is guided, operated, or regulated (Ahrens and Khalifa, 2013). More so, stakeholder theory indicates that an organization’s decision-making process is inclusive of inside and outside associations that may contribute to the company’s achievement of organizational goals (Garcia-Castro and Francoeur, 2016; Hayibor and Collins, 2016). Therefore, the action of working with groups and individuals internally and externally to achieve company objectives indicates external people are essential to the operations of business.
Bessong and Tapang (2012) cited the views of Donaldson and Preston (1995) that the concept of agency theory is narrow. This is because they identify shareholders as the only interest group of a corporate entity necessitating further exploration. By expanding the spectrum of interested parties, Mitchelet al. (1997) argues that the stakeholder theory stipulates that, a corporate entity invariably seeks to provide a balance between the interests of its diverse stakeholder in order to ensure that each interest’s constituency receives some degree of satisfaction. On the other hand, Elkington (2002) noted that stakeholder theory appears better in explaining the role of corporate governance than the agency theory by highlighting the various constituent; employees, banks, governance, relevant stakeholders. Relatedly, Freeman and Evan (1990) provide a comprehensive review of the stakeholders’ theory of corporate governance which points out the presence of many parties with competing interests in the operations of the firm. They also emphasize the role of non-market mechanisms such as the size of the board, committee structure as important to firm performance (Tapang & Bassey, 2017). 
Thus, the stakeholder theory has become more prominent because many researchers have recognized that the activities of a corporate entity impact on the external environment requiring accountability of the organization to a wider audience than simply its shareholders (stakeholders). For instance, Savageet al. (1991) proposed that companies are no longer the instrument of shareholder alone but exist within society and therefore, have responsibilities to that society. One must however point out that large recognition of this fact has rather been a recent phenomenon. Indeed, it has been realized that economic value is created by people who voluntarily come together and corporate to improve everyone’s position (Freeman, 2004).
[bookmark: _Toc205656737][bookmark: _Toc129014540]1.2.3. Conceptual perspective
The board of director’s role is the hub upon which corporate governance is built. The board is charged with the task of effectively discharging its duties regularly. Different scholars however have suggested that board effectiveness can only be achieved if they existin an appropriate board size, composition and leadership structures and also proper board competency. The board should comprise of individuals from diverse backgrounds with the capacity of discerning the strategic aims and objectives of the company, which in turn will lead to increased firm value. Members of the board should possess basic skills and tenets which will enhance their performance on the board. These skills include but are not limited to sense of accountability and integrity, entrepreneurial bias, knowledge on board matters, relevant core competence, upright character and pro-active intuition (ICAN, 2016).
Although the term ‘performance’ is widely used, it tends to be defined only indirectly and according to context. Performance is frequently presented as an umbrella for a host of other ideas including effectiveness, productivity, quality, transparency and accountability, each of which leads to yet more frameworks and extensive literatures. Some NGOs focus on short-term quantifiable outputs instead of long-term systematic change in order to meet the requirements of donors. NGOs that are more concerned with the quantity than the quality of the services they perform can become more interested in themselves rather than in their expressed objectives (Ganesh, 2003). NGOs, like other organizations, try to justify what they do and how they do it, particularly to internal and external stakeholders (Sharfeddin, 2008).
[bookmark: _Toc205656738][bookmark: _Toc129014541]1.2.4 Contextual perspective
KACSOA was established in the year 2000. KACSOA is network of approximately 83 active CBOs and CSOs operating in Sebei sub-region. KACSOA started after a realization that the CSO fraternity in the region was working in isolation, with very limited collaboration and interaction and yet advocacy issues then required not only joint action, but also a strong common voice for any meaningful engagements with duty bearers. The organization’s intentions are: to provide: Civic Education for Community Empowerment and Engagement. This organization is meant to improve service delivery in the districts of Kapchorwa, Kween and Bukwo. This will be achieved through improved civic understanding, citizens holding their leaders accountable, and enhancing the capacity of CSOs to deliver on their mandate. KACSOA will use a number of strategies including community outreaches, media campaigns, engaging in different platforms, fostering dialogue between duty bearers and rights holders, capacity building for CSOs, networking and collaboration and partnerships for collective action (KACSOA Manual, 2019). To achieve all the above, there is need to find out if corporate governance structures are responsive to the desired outcome.
Organizational performance 
Avanesh (2011) described organizational performance measurement as a process of assessing progress towards attainment of pre-determined organizational goals including information on the efficiency in transforming resources into goals and services, the quality of those outputs, and the effectiveness of the organizational operations. According to Garg and Van Weele (2012), organizational performance encompasses three specific areas of firm outcomes that include financial performance (for example shareholder return), customer service social responsibility (corporate citizenship) and employee stewardship (staff training and development). Past studies have used financial measures (such as profitability, liquidity, gearing and activity ratios) and non-financial metrics (such as productivity, quality, efficiency, and the attitudinal and behavioral measures such as commitment, intention to quit, and satisfaction) to measure organizational performance (Cheng, 2016). 
Financial performance refers to the degree to which a firm’s financial objectives are being or have been accomplished. It is the process of measuring the results of a firm's policies and operations in monetary terms. It is used to measure firm’s overall financial health over a given period of time and can also be used to compare similar firms across the same industry or to compare industries or sectors in aggregation (Ishak et al. 2013). The most popular measures of financial performance are return on equity (ROE) and return on assets (ROA). The ROE measures accounting earnings for a period per dollar of shareholders’ equity invested. It is a product of the profit margin and the asset turnover. ROA doesn’t distinguish between capital raised from shareholders and that raised from creditors. The financial performance analysis identifies the financial strengths and weaknesses of the firm by properly establishing relationships between the items of the balance sheet and profit and loss account (Abor & Biekpe, 2013).  For the purpose of this study, the performance indicators will be the non-financial measures which include productivity, quality, efficiency, and the attitudinal and behavioral measures such as commitment, intention to quit, and satisfaction (Cheng, 2016). 
[bookmark: _Toc205656739][bookmark: _Toc129014542]1.3 Problem Statement
In Uganda, there has been a rapid proliferation of both indigenous and international Civil Society Organisations (CSOs) in the recent years, with a shift in focus of CSOs activity from relief to other national developmental activities (Kwesigaand Ratter, 1993). The role of CSOs has become more critical in protection and promotion of human rights, and to ensure transparency, accountability and good governance (Muhindo and Kwesiga, 2015). Despite their contributions, the performance of CSOs has continued to decline in recent years, largely attributed to poor corporate governance which has led to 41% lower sustainability rate of organizations (Eccles et al. 2014). Moreover, the COVID-19 pandemic had negative effects on CSOs including KACSOA on funding gaps creating serious operational challenges and stakeholder’s dissatisfaction, hence weakening organizational capacity, service provision, and thus poor performance (CSO sustainability index ,2021, KACSOA strategic plan, 2021).
The failure in the organizational performance negatively influences sustainability, efficiency, and accessibility of goods and services that these CSOs provide (ÖNDER, M., & AYHAN, E. (2021). Extant literature suggests that poor corporate governance is a leading factor in poor organizational performance, financial reporting manipulation, and stakeholder dissatisfaction (Bhasin, 2013). Thus, it is against this background that the study is designed to assess the effect corporate governance conduits of board structure, committees and competency on organizational performance of CSOs, particularly KACSOA in Kapchorwa district in Eastern Uganda. This information will provide relevant literature to be used by other organizations in the civil society to improve their performance as well as provide a reference for them to strengthen their governance structures in an effort to provide quality services to the civic society as a whole. 
[bookmark: _Toc205656740][bookmark: _Toc129014543]1.4 Objectives of the study
[bookmark: _Toc205656741][bookmark: _Toc129014544]1.4.1 General objective
To examine the effect of corporate governance on organizational performance of CSOs in Uganda using a case study of KACSOA in Kapchorwa District
[bookmark: _Toc205656742][bookmark: _Toc129014545]1.4.2 Specific objectives
1. To determine the effect of board structure on organizational performance of KACSOA in Kapchorwa district
2. To analyze the effect of board committees on organizational performance of KACSOA in Kapchorwa district
3. To assess the effect of board competency on organizational performance of KACSOA in Kapchorwa district
[bookmark: _Toc205656743][bookmark: _Toc129014546]1.5 Research questions
1. What is the effect of board structure on organizational performance of KACSOA in Kapchorwa district?
2. What is the effect of board committee on organizational performance of KACSOA in Kapchorwa district?
3. What is the effect of board competency on organizational performance of KACSOA in Kapchorwa district?
[bookmark: _Toc205656744][bookmark: _Toc129014547]1.6 Justification of the study
It’s indeed very true that corporate governance of CSOs and specifically KACSOAs is based on the corporate governance principles and any activity, business or task based on these principles should be adequate enough to prove itself with results. However, according to the annual report from KACSOA, it indicates that there are conflicting standards where working corporate governance principles are not well implemented. It’s also worth noticing that the KACSOA leadership is composed of the governance structures, board committees and board competency that do not adhere to corporate governance standards. This research will provide relevant information to KACSOA and other CSO’s to revise their corporate governance for better organizational performance.
[bookmark: _Toc205656745][bookmark: _Toc129014548]1.7 Significance of the study
The study intended to help training institutions in understanding the significance of corporate governance and performance of CSOs. It may also help academicians in establishing the relevance of corporate governance taught in universities to the actual business world. Considering that the vast majorities of CSOs are informal sectors where members have no basic education, the government policy makers may find out whether the basic corporate governance education taught in schools have any bearing to CSOs performance. The study will further establish whether there is need for corporate governance programs amongst CSOs in a bid to stimulate growth CSOs.
Furthermore, the research also may add to the existing literature and provide background information to research in organizations and scholars who will need to carry out further study on CSOs corporate governance and organizational performance as a key area of development of CSOs. Scholars and other academicians will also stand to benefit from added knowledge in corporate governance and also be able to identify other research gaps for future studies. This study may assist the CSOs especially KACSOA in making rational decision in reference to corporate governance and organizational performance since the survival of the CSOs depends on effective corporate governance.
[bookmark: _Toc205656746][bookmark: _Toc129014549]1.8 Scope of the study
The scope of the study was divided into three, time scope, content scope and geographical scope to show how the study was carried out and how results were achieved.
[bookmark: _Toc205656747][bookmark: _Toc129014550]1.8.1 Time scope
The study also considered any relevant information within the period 2017-2021 as the information within this period was regarded relevant and can be depended upon for decision making i.e. within the time frame of 5 years, a time when KACSOA was having pronounced challenges of Organizational performance.
[bookmark: _Toc205656748][bookmark: _Toc129014551]1.8.2 Content scope
The study was limited to corporate governance as an independent variable and organizational performance as the dependent variable.
[bookmark: _Toc205656749][bookmark: _Toc129014552]1.8.3 Geographical scope
The study was conducted in KACSOA in Kapchorwa District in the Eastern Region of the country. Kapchorwa District is a district in the Eastern region of Uganda. The town of Kapchorwa is the district's main municipal, administrative, and commercial center, and is the site of the district headquarters. It is also the home district of Stephen Kiprotich, men's marathon gold medalist at the 2012 Olympic Games in London.
The district is bordered by Kween District to the northeast and east, Sironko District to the south, and Bulambuli District to the west and northeast. The district headquarters at Kapchorwa, which means "home of friends", are located approximately 65 kilometres (40 mi), by road, northeast of Mbale, the nearest largest city. The district is approximately 295 kilometres (183 mi) northeast of Kampala, the capital and largest city of Uganda. The coordinates of the district are 01 24N, 34 27E.




[bookmark: _Toc205656750][bookmark: _Toc129014553]1.9 Conceptual framework
Independent variable                                                                Dependent variable Organizational performance
· Stakeholders’ satisfaction
· Information flows
· Liquidity
· Transparency
· Efficiency and effectiveness
Corporate governance
Board structure
· Board size
· Board Independence
· Board diversity
Board committees
· Audit Committee
· Nomination Committee
Board competency
· Communication
· Annual integrated reporting









Source: Adopted with modifications from Cadbury (1992), the literature of Leblanc and Gillies (2005), Nas and Kalaycioglu (2016) and Mallin (2013).
Given that corporate governance plays an essential role in performance of CSOs, the study attempts to establish the relationship between corporate governance and organizational performance in CSOs in Uganda using a case of KACSOA in Kapchorwa district. The conceptual framework presented above shows the interconnections between the key factors related to organizational performance. The dependent variable, organizational performance, is the variable of interest which looks at the specific indicators of stakeholder satisfaction, information flows, liquidity, transparency and efficiency and effectiveness). The independent variable, corporate governance includes dimensions of board structure (that comprises of board size, independence and diversity), board committee (comprising of the audit and nomination committees) and board competency. Therefore, the study will attempt to establish how the identified corporate CG dimensions affect organizational performance in CSOs.
[bookmark: _Toc205656751][bookmark: _Toc129014554]1.10 Chapter summary
This chapter presents the background of CG and its effect on organizational performance of CSOs particularly KACSOA in Kapchorwa district Uganda. It also presents the problem statement, research questions to be answered by the study, justification and significance of the study, scope and conceptual framework. 

[bookmark: _Toc205656752][bookmark: _Toc129014555]CHAPTER TWO
[bookmark: _Toc205656753][bookmark: _Toc129014556]LITERATURE REVIEW
[bookmark: _Toc205656754][bookmark: _Toc129014557]2.0 Introduction
This chapter presents a review of existing literature about corporate governance including the key definitions, structure, composition, role and practices in corporate companies and organizations. The chapter provides an in-depth analysis of how the shareholders’ assembly, board of directors and top management team influence performance of organizations.
[bookmark: _Toc205656755][bookmark: _Toc129014558]2.1 Definitions of key words
Corporate governance 
Corporate governance is defined as “the control and direction system of a business (Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), 2004).
Civil Society Organisations 
Civil Society Organisations (CSOs) are defined as non-state, not-for-profit, voluntary organisations formed by people within the social sphere of civil society (Anheier, 2004).
Organizational Performance
Organizational performance is defined as the capability and ability of an organization to efficiently utilize the available resources to achieve accomplishments consistent with the set objectives of the company, as well as considering their relevance to its users (Peterson et al. 2003).
Shareholders 
Shareholders assembly refers to a group of individuals registered in the company’s shares registry book and are holders of capital shares with the rights to vote, either personally or through a legal representative (Chen et al. 2007).
Board of Directors
It is a group of individuals elected to make fiduciary decisions on behalf of the shareholders (Amoli and Esmaeili, 2013).

Objective one 
[bookmark: _Toc205656756][bookmark: _Toc129014559]2.2 Board Structure and Performance
[bookmark: _Hlk65148398]The relevance of the board has been greatly recognized due to corporate failures experienced in the last three decades. Micklethwait and Dimond (2017) quote that “Companies do not fail but boards do”. This is evidenced in the findings of Northcott and Smith (2015) that reveal that characters and attitudes of the members of board, and weak board relationships negatively influence board effectiveness. Mallin (2013) notes that board is essential in implementing sound corporate governance whilst also play an important role of linking managers and investors. It further states that an effective board is vital as its actions of controlling and directing a company determines success of an organization.
Board composition according to Dossani (2012) normally concerns issues related to board independence extended to board committees and diversity focusing on firm and industry experience, functional backgrounds of board members. A board that consists of directors with a diverse set of functional expertise, industry experiences, educational qualifications, ethnic and gender mix might be better equipped to deal with a wide range of issues facing the firm and provide executives with advice and consultation from multiple perspectives. In this study, board composition was conceptualized to include two indicators of board committees and board skills diversity required to perform board duties.
According to Monks and Minnow (2011), a strong, independent and highly knowledgeable board can make a significant difference on the performance of any company. An effective board should at all times provide good advice and counsel to the CEO, support investments and decisions that are of key interest to the organization and its stakeholders resulting to a company being stronger and more successful. The long-term success of an organization is in the hands of the board thus companies should be governed by competent boards (Mallin, 2013). Micklethwait and Dimond (2017) reported that companies with beneficial boards and sound corporate governance mechanisms produce considerably superior performance in comparison to companies with poor corporate governance structures. The research sought to find out if KACSOA has a strong, independent, highly knowledgeable and competent board.
The perceived corporate governance failures have heightened the urgency for policy-makers and governments all over the world to tighten regulation and impose stricter standards regarding rules that relate to the structure and conduct of boards, the recruitment of directors and the role of auditors among others (Becht et al. 2005). Bijmanet al. (2012) in a study on cooperatives in 27 European Union countries concluded that board composition’s impact on cooperative performance was significant. The paper observed that independency, training and expertise of directors as well as CEO duality were key factors influencing board performance. The composition of board structure is in form of board independence, education qualifications, CEO duality, board size, age, diversity and activity (Martín and Herrero, 2018). The characteristics of the board discussed in objective one of this study included board size, independence, diversity.
[bookmark: _Toc205656757][bookmark: _Toc129014560]2.2.1 Board Size
Corporate governance involves the manner in which the business and affairs of individual institutions are governed by their senior management and Supervisory Board. Therefore, a board consists of persons working together to achieve optimum organizational performance. It has been often believed that smaller boards operate more efficiently (Hermalin & Weisbach, 2001). Jensen (1993) argues that larger boards could be less efficient and less effective due to coordination problems arising because of its size. But the, the size of board is dependent on aspects such as asset size, board culture and type of organization (Fauzi and Locke, 2012) and size of the corporation (Larckerand Tayan, 2016). Aggarwalet al. (2012) in research on non-profit organizations found that board size was strongly correlated to number of projects pursued and organizational complexity. As noted by Mallin (2013), firms with a small board size play an active role in company monitoring due to ease in coordination and more cohesion which results to improved performance.
A research paper by Franken and Cook (2013) on governance and performance of multipurpose cooperatives in US found that multipurpose cooperatives tend to have larger boards to represent diverse interests of different patron memberships. similarly, Hakelius (2013) in a paper on governance of Swedish cooperatives found that cooperatives with large board have better performance with the most successful cooperatives having a tendency of being large with an average of 13 members, while the less successful have an average of 9 members. Fauzi and Locke (2012) concluded that large boards have a beneficial influence on conduct of listed firms in New Zealand. They also established that companies with larger boards results to reduction in managerial entrenchment, greater monitoring and increased board independence. However, Franken and Cook (2017) in a study on governance of cooperatives in US established that cooperatives with smaller boards had better overall performance.
Nas and Kalaycioglu (2016) studied how board size influenced performance of 221 exporting firms in Turkey. The paper made conclusions that board size and all measures of performance were positive and significant. However, Arouri et al. (2014) studied how ownership structure and board affected organizational performance in Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) countries and deduced that size of board had no association with firm performance. Othman et al. (2016) also in a paper on performance and board governance on Malaysian cooperatives inferred that size of board had no relationship with cooperative performance.
Ujunwa et al. (2013) wrote a paper on corporate governance in Nigeria which noted that smaller boards are more effective, based on the notion that smaller groups are more cohesive and more productive with a capability to effectively monitor organization performance as compared to larger boards. However, Uwuigbe and Fakile (2012) conducted research on size of board and organizational performance of publicly traded banks and established existence of a notable and negative connection between board size and banks’ performance. It was implied that enlargement of size of board will result in an increment in agency problems making the board less effective. They also concluded that banks with smaller boards had higher profits compared to their counterparts with larger boards. The researchers also noted that banks containing a board size of less than thirteen members were more viable as compared to those with more than thirteen members. This study sought to find out if KACSOA board structure contributes to organizational performance with a board size of ten board members.
Furthermore, Yegon et al. (2014) evaluated how corporate governance impacted on agency cost of publicly traded entities at Nairobi Securities Exchange, Kenya. They found out that a smaller board size led to a decrease in agency cost while size of board had a meaningful negative relation with ratio on asset utilization. The researchers also observed that the listed firms had a mean size board of 8 members. Ahmed and Rugami (2019) researched on corporate governance of SACCOs in Kilifi County and concluded that a small board coupled with professional and qualified directors had a meaningful and positive impact on performance of SACCOs. In this study the research sought to find out the performance of CSOs particularly KACSOA whose board size is ten board members and their contribution to organizational performance of KACSOA
[bookmark: _Toc205656758][bookmark: _Toc129014561]2.2.2 Board Independence
According to Ferrero-Ferrero et al. (2016), board independence is when most of board members maintain no material linkage with a company other than being mere directors. As noted in the 1992 Cadbury Committee report, board members who are independent should be “self-standing of management, free from any relationship or business that could materially interfere with the role of board members while exercising their free judgment” (Hilb, 2008).  In addition, Daghsni et al. (2016) quoted that board independence is regarded as a factor which mainly influences board’s effectiveness in reducing the opportunistic actions and discretionary of CEO and managers.
Micklethwait and Dimond (2017) explored the reasons as to why corporate governance, board leadership and culture matter and claimed that free thinking is the best value a director can bring in a board. It signifies that independence is an important characteristic of a valuable board thus it should majorly constitute of independent board members. The main aim of sound corporate governance practices is for actions of board members to reflect shareholders’ best interest which require its committees and board to be formed in an independent and transparent manner thereby having autonomy over management. In addition, true independence requires board members to have requisite business experience and expertise. This involves having a clear understanding of the business model as well as its strategy, operating practices, internal controls and risks faced by the organization and the industry at large. The researchers concluded that an effective board requires independence to facilitate adoption of an unbiased strategic decision-making mechanisms and ability to challenge the norm.
Malik and Makhdoom (2016) wrote a paper that examined firm performance and corporate governance of Fortune Global 500 companies listed in US and found that board independence improves transparency in process of decision making in the board. Moreover, Liu et al. (2015) studied independence of board and performance of Chinese entities and established that board’s independence positively affected overall performance of firms. They documented those independent directors have an active role in constraining insider dealing and improving firm efficiency. Muchemwa et al. (2016) in a study of publicly traded entities in South Africa found that board independence positively impacted on firm performance. Ahmadu et al. (2011) in a paper on independence of board in Nigeria concluded that an independent board composition results in increased information flows due to enhanced decision making.
On the contrary, Hakelius (2018) carried out a study on board composition of cooperatives in Sweden and found that independent directors do not improve the overall performance, but rather having well educated executive directors and CEOs who are knowledgeable on cooperative governance is the key. This argument was also supported by Paul et al. (2011) who researched on corporate performance and composition of board for 38 firms in Nigeria. They established that existence of a proportion of directors who are non-executive do not create any significant economic value to overall corporate performance. Nevertheless, the researchers observed that independent directors are associated with benefits of providing independent corporate advice during decision making processes which enhances overall corporate governance. The research sought to find out if CSOs have independent board of directors and whether they contribute positively or negatively to organizational performance of KACSOA.
[bookmark: _Toc205656759][bookmark: _Toc129014562]2.2.3 Board Diversity
Board diversity is an issue which researchers have paid significant consideration over the past few years. Mishra (2016) in a paper on diversity of the board and board effectiveness in India notes that people with different life experiences and backgrounds tend to use different ways while approaching similar problems. The researcher further observed that the benefit of a more diverse group is reduction in group thinking thereby fostering creativity whilst producing solutions to problems and various perspectives. Diversity relates to heterogeneous board composition in terms of education, experience, nationality, lifestyle, culture, gender, age, race, religion and many other traits which make individuals different in their own ways. A successful board needs diversity in skills, perspectives and knowledge (Mishra, 2016). Amoll (2015) researched on Kenyan publicly traded companies and noted that boards’ diversity in form of gender, age and education qualifications had meaningful and beneficial influence on performance. This study on CSOs particularly KACSOA focuses on board diversity in form of gender, age and experience and sought to find out if KACSOA board is gender balanced.
Mishra (2016) postulates that a balance in gender diversity in a board is key as men and women are wired differently which explains why the sexes excel at certain tasks. The small number of women on the board is due to the customs and traditions of some countries like in Arab countries that do not give women the chance to hold managerial positions (Saleh et al. 2020).Moreover, women are known to be more intuitive in making decisions as they are able to multitask and are good in building relations while men are more task-focused and use information and procedures as basis for their choices. OECD’s report (2017) on execution of gender-based proposals on boards observed that female directors comprised of a marginal number in boards of listed firms in the US. The report highlighted that in 2016; only 20% of the directorships and only 4.8% of chief executive officer (CEO) positions were filled by women. Cullinan et al. (2019) and Macaulay et al. (2018) studied corporate social responsibility and composition of board in US and India respectively where they found existence of strong impact between female directors and corporate social performance whilst the presence of more outside directors resulted to more female directors being on boards. Périlleux and Szafarz (2015) in a study on social performance and women leaders in 36 financial cooperatives in Senegal figured out that boards dominated by females support a social orientation in an organization.
Berger et al. (2014) in a paper on impact of executive board composition and bank risk taking in Germany established that younger executive teams have a tendency of increasing bank portfolio risk. Mishra (2016) studied board diversity in India where he observed that younger people are more flexible, technological savvy and are higher risk takers. An organization can benefit from their ability to comprehend complex issues and use of internet to solve business problems. He also viewed that a company may gain an advantage through expertise and wide experience of senior board members based on their strong networks and their ability to influence. 
Darmadi (2011) evaluated firm performance and board diversity in 169 listed firms in Indonesia and concluded that board members comprising of young people improved financial performance. Mori (2014) on a paper on firm performance and board diversity of microfinance firms in East Africa drew existence of a positive relationship in age of directors and their ability to monitor as well as provide the board with sufficient resources. Franken and Cook (2017) in a study of cooperatives in the US observed that training of directors enhances financial performance. Supporting the findings by Franken and Cook (2017), it was found by Hakelius (2013) that educating cooperative directors and a high degree of cooperation between the directors and CEO had a beneficial effect on performance of Swedish cooperatives. 
Objective two
[bookmark: _Toc205656760][bookmark: _Toc129014563]2.3 Board Committees and Performance
The board members are a corporate body that has to make its decisions collectively (Charkman, 2008). The full board cannot deliberate on all corporate matters thus the board appoints and delegates specific matters to board committees. Hence, the specialized committees of the board cannot in any circumstances replace the board as they are a by-product of the board and hence, they can only make proposals to the board to support its decision-making process. Mallin (2013) affirms that the board and committees ought to have appropriate experience, company knowledge, skills and independence to effectively discharge their responsibilities and duties. Larcker and Tayan (2016) supports Mallin (2013) argument by stating that directors should be assigned to board committees based on their qualifications and experience. Minnow and Monks (2011) further asserts that key board committees need to consist of exclusively independent directors to enhance accountability and effective monitoring of management.
In a study of the structure of board committees on 6,538 firms operating in the US, Canada, Bermuda & China by Chen and Wu (2016), they asserted that board committees are important as it provides a platform to address key areas in more depth hence it is where most board activity takes place. The researchers further acknowledge that it is of key importance that the board committees responsible for monitoring be composed of independent directors thus shielding CEO’s influence. Federo & Saz-Carranza (2018) in a study of board involvement in 16 intergovernmental organizations in Spain observed that directors must have the relevant expertise required by the specific committees thus expected to make more contributions on decisions and deliberations when attending these committees as compared to their participation on meetings relating to the full board. In addition, board committees are established to undertake highly important and specific tasks such as monitoring strategy implementation, financing, determining executive compensation, budgeting and auditing. The researchers concluded that corporate boards are more active when they have three to five committees.
Fauzi and Locke (2012) in research on structure of the board and company performance in New Zealand established that effect of board committees on firm performance was significant and positive. It was further revealed that board committees are key mechanisms for improving performance of a company as it assists in minimizing agency costs. Therefore, entities should adhere to enacted corporate governance practices. However, a more recent study conducted by Berezinets et al. (2017) on board committees and corporate performance of 207 companies listed in Russia established that companies with board committees had an insignificant difference compared to those without. They observed that the role of board committees was nominal and their existence is to meet compliance with international practices on corporate governance rather than a tool of enhancing sound governance.
Lam and Lee (2012) wrote a paper on board committees and company performance in Hong Kong and found the presence of some substantial correlation between board committees and organizational performance. It was further revealed that the relationship was either positive or negative and was dependent on level of independence of composition of board committees. Moreover, Aggarwal (2013) researched on impact of corporate governance on organizational performance in India and noted that board committees enhance board effectiveness by exerting direct control on management decisions. Madhani (2015) concurs with Aggarwal (2013) in an investigation on association between board committees and corporate governance practices of publicly traded corporations in India and argues that board committees’ augments board effectiveness and its overall performance. In addition, he found that board committees that have appropriate monitors and controls enhance board performance resulting to improved corporate governance and disclosure practices.
Agyemang and Castellini (2013) studied the factors affecting sound corporate governance in Ghana and noted that establishment of board committees is essential as it is a tool used by the board in controlling management. This implies that effective committees should comprise of competent members thus enhancing effectiveness of the entire board. Paul et al. (2015) in a paper on governance and performance of Nigeria’s microfinance institutions deduced existence of a significant connection between composition of board committees and financial performance. In addition, they found presence of areas of non-adherence with the enacted sound governance practices which included appointment of executive directors and sometimes the CEO as board committee members. However, Puni (2015) in a paper on board committees and performance of publicly traded Ghanaian companies established no evidence of substantial association between board committees and financial performance. Further, he observed weak internal workings of boards which signified lack of effective supervision by the board committees in critical areas such as recruitment of executives, financial reporting, internal controls, succession planning and setting remuneration of executives.
In Kenya, Waithaka et al. (2013) researched on effect of characteristics of board on social performance of Kenyan microfinance institutions and revealed existence of beneficial association between board committees and social performance. Similarly, they revealed that each board committee in a microfinance comprised of a mean of 3 members. Similarly, Kamau et al. (2018) on an investigation on governance of financial institutions in Kenya argued that board skills and board committees strongly influenced company performance. They also asserted that board committees are essential as they make recommendations to the board on various technical issues.
[bookmark: _Toc205656761][bookmark: _Toc129014564]2.3.1 Importance of Board Committees 
According to Charkman (2008), the central objective of board committees is to efficiently and effectively discuss board matters in depth as compared to just an overview of same issues during a full board. Federo and Saz-Carranza (2018) on the other hand argues that the presence of various board committees depicts functional board diversity which assists in generating innovative ideas thereby finding business solutions and different alternatives to strategic issues facing organizations. Furthermore, they are important in developing specific knowledge and expertise required in performing board functions.
Chen and Wu (2016) classified board committee benefits into three namely: specialization of knowledge, task allocation and accountability. Specialization of knowledge in committees is achieved through the process of decentralization. Furthermore, organizational specific knowledge is necessary due to complexity of checks and advisory tasks undertaken by the board. Secondly, task allocation through delegation of duties increases board efficiency and productivity as well as morale of the members. Finally, board accountability enhances performance of boards as it reduces free riding of members and increases effectiveness of independent directors through greater independence from management.
[bookmark: _Toc205656762][bookmark: _Toc129014565]2.3.2 Audit Committee 
Out of all board subcommittees, audit committee is the most significant as it has autonomy from management to provide oversight on financial reporting, audit process and internal controls. This committee serves as the life blood of organization. Hence, the committee’s mandate is to protect interests of shareholders at all times (Mallin 2013). Puni (2015) concurs with this view and states that in the agency model, shareholders portray trust issues with management due to existence of information asymmetry and agents’ self-interest. Hence, shareholders must put in place mechanisms such as audit committee to align management’s interests to those of owners thereby minimizing their expedient behaviors and scope of information asymmetries `which augments access to adequate, relevant and sufficient information regarding the health functionality of the organization.
Audit committee acts as a crucial governance mechanism mandated to guarantee credibility, relevance and adequacy of a company’s information to shareholders and other stakeholders for use in evaluating company performance (Madhani 2015). Larcker and Tayan (2016) further posit that audit committee has full oversight on an organization’s external audit function as well as principal contact between the company and the external auditor. Hence, it is critical for the audit committee to comprise of a majority of independent directors (Charkman, 2008) with the chair being a financial expert whilst a minimum of three members must possess financial literacy (Larcker and Tayan, 2016).
Fauzi and Locke (2012) studied board structure of listed firms in New Zealand and concluded that audit committee’s association with firm performance was positive. Al-Mamun et al. (2014) also in research on audit committee characteristics of publicly traded companies in Malaysia established that overall characteristic of audit committee positively impacted on corporate performance. It was also revealed that audit committee’s independence was positively associated to organizational performance. Suryanto et al. (2017) in a recent study on audit committees of listed firms in Indonesia concurs with this view and argues that audit quality was significantly impacted by audit committees.
In Africa, Ojeka et al. (2014) in a paper on how effective is an audit committee in Nigerian deduced that influence of both financial experts and independence of audit committee on corporate performance was significant and positive. They also established that audit committee is more effective when a majority of the directors are both independent and financial experts whilst ensuring that meetings of audit committee are geared towards relevant matters which augment organizational performance. However, Puni (2015) research on board committees of companies publicly traded in Ghana found existence of no association between audit committee and company performance.
Locally, Samoei and Rono (2016) in a study on size of audit committees of companies traded in the Nairobi Securities Exchange established that both experience and size of the audit committees significantly impacted organizational performance. In addition, the paper also found that availability of experienced audit members in the committee improved financial reporting and audit quality. Mwangi (2018) in recent research on how characteristics of audit committee impacts on non-commercial state corporations in Kenya concluded that a high level of independence, diversity, financial competence and quality meetings augments the standard of financial reporting. Moreover, Waweru (2018) in a study on audit committee characteristics and earnings of firms in Kenya and Tanzania agrees with this view and argues that an independent committee and presence of a financial expert in audit committee positively impacted on standard of financial reporting.
[bookmark: _Hlk65156694]In Uganda, Ssemugenyi (2018) researched on the effect of corporate and financial performance banking sector and revealed that audit committee variables significantly explained the variations in ROA and ROE.
[bookmark: _Toc205656763][bookmark: _Toc129014566]2.3.3 Nomination Committee
The agency theory stipulates that a proper mix of executive and independent directors is required for the board to maintain its objectivity, accountability, fairness, transparency and independence. Agyemang-Mintah (2015) notes that the nomination committee’s mission is to mitigate agency conflict by ensuring effective teamwork within the board members to sustain shareholder’s interests. Hence, the nomination committee comes in handy as its role is to constitute a competent board whose members must possess appropriate educational qualifications, skills, experience, age diversity, organizational knowledge and independence for effective fulfillment of their duties. Mallin (2013) further asserts that the nomination committee is mandated to partake in process of board appointments and reappointments as well as making recommendations to the board. 
Guo and Masulis (2015) studied board structure of entities in US thereby concluding that independence of the nomination committee is important even when firms have independent boards. Agyemang-Mintah (2015) in a paper on nomination committee of UK’s financial institutions concluded that nomination committee positively impacted firm performance. He further established that existence of a nomination committee in a company increased effectiveness of board members to work towards the principle of shareholders wealth maximization. Fauzi and Locke (2012) supports findings of Agyemang-Mintah (2015) in research on New Zealand’s listed firms by concluding that nomination committee positively impacted on firm performance. On the contrary, Puni (2015) in a paper on how board committees influenced performance of Ghana’s publicly traded entities found that nomination committee’s influence on performance was negative and insignificant. In the same vein, Puni et al. (2014) in a study on companies listed in Ghana found that nomination committees negatively affected financial performance. Further, the research supposed that for the committee to succeed in its mandate of recruiting competent and ethical board members it has to maintain transparency during nomination process.
Objective three
[bookmark: _Toc205656764][bookmark: _Toc129014567]2.4 Board Competency and organizational performance
Ahmed and Rugami (2019) in a study of SACCOs in Kilifi County found that a professional and qualified board has a meaningful effect on performance of SACCOs. They also concluded that board directors need to be appointed based on their personal attributes, experience and their ability to perform on the appointed roles.
Munene et al. (2004) define competency as the relationship between an employee and his or her environment, whereby when an individual maneuvers the environment in which he is, and becomes successful, he or she is considered competent. A number of aspects explain competences, which include personal skills, knowledge of a subject matter, emotions, traits, self-merging and social roles (Boyatzis et al. 2000). Competences can also be operant competences such as having specific skills, knowledge, attitudes and behaviours necessary to fulfill a given task (Munene et al. 2008).
Brophy and Kiely (2002) say that a competence is a word that can be used to describe a feature of a personal ability to perform one’s job effectively. Thompson and Strickland (2001) also consider building core competence capabilities as a key component of building a capable organisation. It will enable the execution of a good strategy and maintain a competence or capability portfolio. Festo and Nkote (2013) carried out a study on board governance and firm performance of selected state-owned corporations and listed organisations on the Uganda Securities Exchange and found a positive direct and indirect link between board governance and firm performance through board effectiveness. In addition, Chiang and Chia (2005) conducted an empirical study on the relationship between governance characteristics and operating performance in Taiwan’s high-tech industry and found that variables such as board size, board ownership, institution ownership, information transparency and board and management structure affect performance.
Knowledge and skills can enhance directors’ critical thinking that is essential in discharging their main roles including monitoring, advisory and providing important resources (Tricker, 2012). Resource dependence theory argues that a board of director’s linkage with the external environment can bring diverse skills and knowledge to the firm (Francis et al. 2015). Some corporate governance studies, such as by Ujunwa (2012) and Francis et al. (2015), found that board skill could have a positive influence on firm performance. In contrast, Van Ness et al. (2010) found a negative relationship between board skill and firm performance, while Kim and Rasheed (2014) did not find any board skill performance linkage. The Capital Market and Services Act (CMSA) guidelines (2002) encourage the board members with appropriate skills for discharging their roles. Therefore, based on the resource dependence theory argument directors bring expertise to the board (Francis et al. 2015).
Fama and Jensen (1983) explained that based on the agency theory, members of the board with long tenure as managers are invaluable to the formulation of strategies as they are capable of evaluating the process of management. In fact, prior studies advocating the agency theory, like Kim and Lim (2010) showed that the expertise of directors in accounting and finance can work as company resources. Along a similar line of finding, Adams and Jiang (2020) revealed that expert members of the board can have an advantageous impact on the insurers’ performance outcomes. 
On the contrary, other studies’ findings went against the agency theory, including those reported by Shan and McIver (2011), who related that the proportion of board members holding professional knowledge/enriching experience had no effect on firm performance enhancement. Also, expert board members did not have significant effect on Philippine Stock Exchange (PSE) listed firms in a study by Kutum (2015).
The board is charged with corporate governance. According to Fama (1980), the shareholders govern the board’s mandate of the organization. Furthermore, Fama and Jensen (1983) stated that, since the board was mandated to supervise the organization, they were required to have the knowledge which would allow them to carry out their roles perfectly. According to Vo and Phan (2013), such skills should be in marketing, IT, accounting and legal issues affecting the organization. According to Carcello et al. (2002), those board members, who have experience, know what to ask from the organization’s auditors to bring about a better audit process within the organization. Consequently, this means that all the board’s members are able to contribute positively to the decision-making process. In turn, this leads to the organization achieving a better performance with increased experience (Vo and Phan, 2013). According to Marrakchi et al. (2001), those directors, who have sat on the board for a long time, are less likely to be engaged in accounting malpractices. According to Alzoubi and Selamat (2012), Marrakchi et al. (2001) and Carcello et al. (2002), studies revealed that higher level of board expertise resulted in a greater level of motivation for monitoring the organization’s operations.
[bookmark: _Toc205656765][bookmark: _Toc129014568]2.5 Chapter Summary
Literature review was introduced in this chapter which also sought to collect information about the three research objectives. The first dimension highlighted how board structure influences CSOs performance particularly KACSOA. The second section analyzes the effects of board committees on CSOs performance particularly KACSOA. The last objective discussed on board competency influences CSOs performance particularly KACSOA. The next chapter on research methodology provides a detailed synopsis on research procedures and methods used in collecting relevant data as per the objectives.















[bookmark: _Toc205656766][bookmark: _Toc129014569][bookmark: _Toc34570791]CHAPTER THREE
[bookmark: _Toc205656767][bookmark: _Toc129014570]METHODOLOGY
[bookmark: _Toc34570792][bookmark: _Toc205656768][bookmark: _Toc129014571]3.0 Introduction
This chapter described the research methods that were used to establish the effect of corporate governance on organizational performance in KACSOA. The study was guided by the research design, area of the study, study population, Sample size, Sampling Techniques, Data collection Methods, Data Sources, Research instruments, Data collection procedures, Data Quality Control, methods for data analysis and presentation, and Ethical considerations. 
[bookmark: _Toc34570793][bookmark: _Toc205656769][bookmark: _Toc129014572]3.1 Research Design
[bookmark: _Toc34570794]A research design is the logic that links the data to be collected to the primary questions of the study (Twinamatsiko, 2015). According to Bacon-Shone (2013), a cross-sectional study is a tool used by researchers to gather data consisting of multiple variables at a specific point in time. This study, therefore, adopted a cross sectional design, that helped to triangulate the relationship between corporate governance and organizational performance and generate data from a wider section of people within the same organization. The use of quantitative research approach was framed on using numbers through close ended questions (Creswell and Plano Clark, 2011). For that reason, the study used the quantitative approach to bring descriptive statistics where instruments were developed to collect data, measure variables and evaluate statistical results. The quantitative approach was justified on a basis at the end result where conclusions and recommendations were made. 
[bookmark: _Toc205656770][bookmark: _Toc129014573]3.2 Area of study 
[bookmark: _Toc465859821][bookmark: _Toc10648888]The research was conducted in KACSOA which is located in Kapchorwa District, in eastern Uganda. Although KACSOA is a one the leading CSOs in Eastern Uganda, its organizational performance has remained inadequate in spite of the recent corporate strategies to increase democratic awareness and equality. That is why the study chose KACSOA in Kapchorwa district to establish the effect of corporate governance on organizational performance in CSOs in Uganda.
[bookmark: _Toc34570795][bookmark: _Toc205656771][bookmark: _Toc129014574]3.3 Study Population 
[bookmark: _Toc10648896][bookmark: _Toc34570798]A study population is a subset of the target population from which the sample is actually selected (Hu, 2014).  According to Mugo (2002), it is a group of individual persons, from which samples are taken for measurement. The population of the study was 110 comprising of KACSOA staff, 10 Board members.03 top managers (executive, program and finance managers), three project officers, three junior officers (finance officer, transport officer and security officer), Administrative officer, CBOs community bases civic education trainers.
[bookmark: _Toc46892991][bookmark: _Toc205656772][bookmark: _Toc129014575]3.3.1 Sample Size Determination 
A sample size is a selection of respondents chosen as representative of groups of people or population (Alvi, 2016). Given that the study population is large, a sample size of 86 was selected from the population of 110 and used to represent the views of the entire population. This comprised of 10 Board members, 10 project officers, 12 finance and administration officers, 08 planning officers, 03 audit officers, 03 procurement officers, and 40 community based civic educators. The sample size of 86 was derived using the Krejcie and Morgan (1970) statistical table adopted from Amin (2005).
[bookmark: _Toc119885992][bookmark: _Toc119887483][bookmark: _Toc129013973]Table 1: Sample Size of respondents and Sampling Technique
	Category of population
	Population size
	Sample size
	Sampling technique

	Board of Directors
	10
	10
	Purposive sampling

	Project officers
	15
	10
	Purposive sampling

	Finance officer& Admin.
	15
	12
	Purposive sampling

	Audit 
	5
	3
	Simple random

	Planning
	10
	8
	Purposive sampling

	Procurement 
	5
	3
	Purposive sampling

	Community based Civic education trainers
	50
	40
	Simple random sampling

	Total
	110
	86
	


From Table 1, it can be observed that a sample size of 86 respondents was used using a blend of purposive and simple random sampling techniques.
[bookmark: _Toc46892993][bookmark: _Toc205656773][bookmark: _Toc129014576]3.4 Sampling Techniques
[bookmark: _Toc46892994][bookmark: _Toc205656774][bookmark: _Toc129014577]3.4.1 Simple Random Sampling
Amin (2005) affirms this technique as the safest way of ensuring representation of the desired population as the individuals have equal chances of being selected. Oso and Onen (2009) affirm that simple random sampling ensures that each category has an equal and independent chance of being included in the sample. This ensured the reliability of the findings and elimination of the possibility of bias. Furthermore, this technique was suitable because the respondents in each stratum are relatively homogeneous in nature, since they share similar characteristics. This sampling technique was used on audit officers, community-based organizations and community based civic education trainers.
[bookmark: _Toc46892995][bookmark: _Toc205656775][bookmark: _Toc129014578]3.4.2 Purposive Sampling
Purposive sometimes known as judgmental sampling is where the researcher uses his own common sense to select cases from the population with a specific purpose in mind. Neumann (2013), states that purposive sampling is appropriate to select cases that are especially informative. It was used because it is the best way of selecting the key informants believed to be conversant with corporate governance and organizational performance issues. The study respondents who were purposely sampled include; Board of directors, top managers (executive, program and finance managers), three project officers, three junior officers (finance officer, transport officer and security officer) and one administrative officer.
[bookmark: _Toc205656776][bookmark: _Toc129014579]3.5 Data collection Methods
Data collection method is the process of assembling and measuring information on targeted variables in an established systematic style which enables one to answer relevant questions and evaluate outcomes while methods vary by discipline (Lescroël et al. 2014). This study collected primary information through administering structured questionnaires and conducting interviews. These Questionnaires were administered to all staff of KACSOA. The interview was conducted on board of Directors, top managers, project officers, audit officers, finance officer, transport officer, security officer and administrative officer.
[bookmark: _Toc34570800][bookmark: _Toc205656777][bookmark: _Toc129014580]3.6 Data Sources
This section describes sources of data. The data was obtained from primary and secondary data that helped to generate results concerning corporate governance and organizational performance in KACSOA in Kapchorwa district in eastern Uganda. 
[bookmark: _Toc34570801][bookmark: _Toc205656778][bookmark: _Toc129014581]3.6.1 Primary Data
Primary data was collected directly from all respondents of KACSOA in Kapchorwa district in eastern Uganda because they have primary information concerning corporate governance and organizational performance. Stephanie (2015) elaborated that a Likert Scale is a type of rating scale used to measure attitudes or opinions. With this scale, respondents were asked to rate items on a level of agreement or disagreement. It was created as the simple sum or average of questionnaire responses over the set of individual items. This was done through administering structured questionnaires in five Likert scale format with 5 intervals: (1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree 3 = Neutral, 4 = Agree and 5 = Strongly Agree). 
[bookmark: _Toc34570802][bookmark: _Toc205656779][bookmark: _Toc129014582]3.6.2 Secondary Data
The study used secondary data to support the empirical findings of the study. The data included the existing related literature such as previous research findings, published journals, articles, textbooks, newspapers, reports and individual publications and websites. This is because the secondary data supported the arguments and findings in chapter five to compare the study findings and the previous studies done by different authors. 
[bookmark: _Toc34570803][bookmark: _Toc205656780][bookmark: _Toc129014583]3.7 Research instruments
Research instruments are the tools that are used by researchers to collect data or information from respondents. In this study, structured questionnaire and interview guided the main research instruments to collect data for analysis.
[bookmark: _Toc34570804][bookmark: _Toc205656781][bookmark: _Toc129014584]3.7.1 Questionnaire
The questionnaire was the main research instrument for collecting relevant information from all respondents of KACSOA. The close ended questionnaires were preferred as an instrument of research because it was self-administered, that has identical set of items for all respondents, and produce fewer errors, ensuring confidentiality as respondents were free from the influence of the researcher and they have the chance to answer in their convenient time (Burns, 1993). This method was used to ensure that all respondents were asked the same questions and were depicted to the same response options for each question. Since questions were preset and organized in a particular arrangement, the researcher guarantees that every respondent was confronted with questions that address the complete range of information from objectives driving the research study. This research instrument was chosen because it is highly suitable where respondents find it easy to answer and allow the researcher to easily identify the main concerns of the subject matter. This tool was used to collect quantitative data for analysis from all staff of KACSOA. 
[bookmark: _Toc205656782][bookmark: _Toc129014585]3.7.2 Interview guide
The research involved conducting personal interviews with board of directors, and project officers. This was intended to probe for more information, get clarification and for capturing facial expression of the interviewees (Amin 2005). In addition, interview will also give an opportunity to revisit some of the issues that had an over-sight in questionnaire and documentary list, yet considered vital for the study. Thus, data that will be obtained during the interview was used to supplement data that was obtained through the questionnaires.
[bookmark: _Toc34570805][bookmark: _Toc205656783][bookmark: _Toc129014586]3.8 Data collection procedures 
An introductory letter was acquired from Uganda Christian University addressed to KACSOA in Kapchorwa district seeking permission to conduct research in the organisation. This letter was then presented to the authorities explaining the purpose of the study. This section described in detail how the data was obtained and the timelines involved in collecting this data. 
[bookmark: _Toc34570806][bookmark: _Toc205656784][bookmark: _Toc129014587]3.9 Data Quality Control 
Reliability and validity are important qualities of research and must always be taken into account for effective data quality control. 
[bookmark: _Toc34570807][bookmark: _Toc205656785][bookmark: _Toc129014588]3.9.1 Validity of Instruments 
Validity is the extent to which the instruments used during the study measure the issues that are intended to measure (McNabb, 2015). To ensure validity, a questionnaire was developed under close guidance of the supervisor. After the questions are designed, they were pre-tested to a tenth of respondents in the sample. This helped to identify ambiguous questions in the instruments and enable the re-aligning of the objectives. The average Content Validity Index (CVI) formula was used to determine the content validity of items on an empirical measure. It was applied using the formula shown below; 
CVI = Relevant items ÷ Total number of items; CVI = 27÷30, CVI = 0.9; 
Mohajan (2017) affirmed that in general, validity is an indication of how sound your research is. More specifically, validity applies to both the design and the methods of your research. Validity in data collection means that your findings truly represent the phenomenon you are claiming to measure. Meanwhile, Trigueros et al. (2017) elaborated that if instrument scores above 0.7 then, it is considered valid for the study that meant the instrument used was valid after being rated by experts in the field of development studies and postgraduate research studies.
[bookmark: _Toc34570808][bookmark: _Toc205656786][bookmark: _Toc129014589]3.9.2 Reliability
Reliability refers to the consistency of a measure (Price et al. 2015). To ensure reliability, 30 questionnaires were pre-tested, using some type of respondents from the study population involved in the study. The Statistical Package for Social Sciences version 20 (SPSS) was used to establish the effect of corporate governance on organizational performance. Haynes et al.(2017) explained that reliability ensures the degree of consistency hence it involves examining several times, as the researcher checks for reliability in relevance, clarity and ambiguity of items in the instrument. The research used SPSS (Version 20) to determine the coefficient statistic of reliability as per table 2 below. The results revealed that the questionnaire was reliable with a Cronbach’s alpha of .534.
[bookmark: _Toc119885993][bookmark: _Toc119887484][bookmark: _Toc129013974]Table 2: Results from Reliability Test of the Questionnaire
	Reliability Statistics

	Cronbach's Alpha
	Cronbach's Alpha Based on Standardized Items
	N of Items

	.534
	.503
	118


Source: pre-testing result, 2020
[bookmark: _Toc205656787][bookmark: _Toc129014590][bookmark: _Toc34570809]3.10 Measurement of variables 
The variables were measured by defining concepts. For instance, the questionnaires were designed to ask for responses about corporate governance and organizational performance. These were translated into observable and measurable elements so as to develop index of the concepts. The data collected was categorized in an orderly form using the 5-point Likert scale used on the questionnaire as indicated below where; 1=Strongly agree, 2=Agree, 3=Neutral, 4=Strongly disagree, 5=Disagree. Socio-economic attributes like employment period/duration of service, academic levels were measured at nominal and ordinal scales depending on the variables. This is analyzed in the table below:
[bookmark: _Toc119885994][bookmark: _Toc119887485][bookmark: _Toc129013975]Table 3: Description of the nominal and ordinal scales of variables
	Description
	Mean range
	Scale
	Interpretation

	Strongly Agree
	4.10-5.00
	5
	Very high/very satisfactory

	Agree
	3.10-4.00
	4
	High/satisfactory

	Neutral
	2.10-3.00
	3
	Moderate/Moderate

	Disagree
	1.10-2.00
	2
	Low/Unsatisfactory

	Strongly Disagree
	0.00-1.00
	1
	Very low/Very unsatisfactory


[bookmark: _Toc205656788][bookmark: _Toc129014591]3.11 Data analysis and presentation
[bookmark: _Toc10648910][bookmark: _Toc34570810][bookmark: _Toc205656789][bookmark: _Toc129014592]3.11.1 Quantitative data analysis
[bookmark: _Toc10648912]Quantitative data analysis entailed categorizing and summarizing data in order to find answers to the research questions (Bricki and Green, 2007). Quantitative data from the questionnaires were subjected to statistical analysis using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) to reduce the data, summarize it and make the most important facts and relationships apparent for descriptive and inferential data analysis. Descriptive statistics was used to analyze for percentages and frequencies, while inferential statistics established the correlations, and effect. The analyzed data was presented using tables and figures. 
[bookmark: _Toc205656790][bookmark: _Toc129014593]3.11.2 Qualitative data analysis
During the study, records obtained from field interviews were kept which were recorded in the researcher’s notebook and transcribed so as to get clear meaning from the qualitative data. This then involved carrying thematic analysis and content analysis. Content analysis involved coding the data and later processing it and reporting it.
[bookmark: _Toc34570811][bookmark: _Toc205656791][bookmark: _Toc129014594]3.12 Ethical considerations
The researcher presented an introduction letter from Uganda Christian University that removed any doubt and distrust from respondents. Confidentiality was the top key priority and this was upheld at all cost. There was acknowledgement and giving credit where due deserve for works not belonging to the researcher. The researcher all through abided by all the ethical research considerations. During the collection of data, anonymity was observed while handling the responses. Information provided by the respondents was posed any danger directly or indirectly and that participants were free to participate or not. Informed consent was used where the researcher availed respondents with the topic of the study; what it was purposed and expected time of collecting feedback. The respondents therefore were willing to accept to be part of the study or not.
[bookmark: _Toc205656792][bookmark: _Toc129014595]3.13 Summary of the chapter
In preparation for chapters four, five and six, this chapter presented the research design, area of study, population and sample size of the study, sampling techniques, data collection methods, data sources, instruments of data collection, data analysis, data management, data analysis and ethical considerations. 
[bookmark: _Toc205656793][bookmark: _Toc129014596]CHAPTER FOUR
[bookmark: _Toc205656794][bookmark: _Toc129014597]DATA ANALYSIS, PRESENTATION AND INTERPRETATION OF RESULTS
[bookmark: _Toc205656795][bookmark: _Toc129014598]4.1 Introduction
This chapter presents analyses and interprets the study findings of corporate governance and Organizational performance of KACSOA based on the information obtained from the study questionnaire, interviews and documentary review. It specifically presents the response rate, background information about the respondents and a presentation of the inferential findings in relation to board structure, board committees, board competency and organizational performance of KACSOA.
[bookmark: _Toc205656796][bookmark: _Toc129014599]4.2 Response Rate 
A total of 86 questionnaires were distributed but 71 useable questionnaires were returned successfully as in the table 4 below.
[bookmark: _Toc119885995][bookmark: _Toc119887486][bookmark: _Toc129013976]Table 4: Percentage of respondents in the sample population
	Sample population
	Actual participants 
	 Percentage

	86
	 71
	 82.6%


Source: Primary data
Table 4 above shows an overall response rate of 82.6% which was high (Amin, 2005) and also suggesting good representational sample.
[bookmark: _Toc205656797][bookmark: _Toc129014600]4.3. Background Information about the Respondents
This subsection presents the profile of the respondents in relation to the directorate, job title, and level of education, and time worked with KACSOA.
[bookmark: _Toc205656798][bookmark: _Toc129014601]4.3.1 Directorate of the respondents
The directorate of respondents in KACSOA includes the board of directors, project officers, finance and administration officers, audit team, planning unit, procurement, community based civic and trainers.

[bookmark: _Toc119885996][bookmark: _Toc119887487][bookmark: _Toc129013977][bookmark: _Toc129014602]Table 5: Directorate of the respondents
	Directorate 
	Frequency
	Per cent
	Cumulative Percent

	Board of directors
	10
	14.1
	14.1

	Project officers 
	8
	11.3
	25.4

	Finance & Administration
	10
	14.1
	39.5

	Audit
	2
	2.8
	42.3

	Planning
	5
	7
	49.3

	Procurement
	3
	4.2
	53.5

	Community Based Civic Trainers
	33
	46.5
	100

	Total
	71
	100
	


Source: Primary data 2021
Table 5 above shows that majority of the respondents, 33 (46.5%) were from the Community Based Civic Trainers directorate, followed by 10(14.1%) who were from board of directors, and finance and administration directorate while the least numbers of respondents, 2 (2.8%) were from the audit directorate. These findings revealed that data was collected from virtually all directorates of KACSOA and therefore representative of the experiences of corporate governance and performance of KACSOA.
	[bookmark: _Toc205656799][bookmark: _Toc129014603]Job title
	Frequency
	Per cent
	Cumulative Per cent

	Board of directors
	10
	14.1
	14.1

	Project officers 
	8
	11.3
	25.4

	Finance & Administration
	10
	14.1
	39.5

	Audit
	2
	2.8
	42.3

	Planning
	5
	7
	49.3

	Procurement
	3
	4.2
	53.5

	Community Based Civic Trainers
	33
	46.5
	100

	Total
	71
	100
	 


 4.3.2 Job title of the respondents
 Table 6: Job title of the respondents 
Source: Primary data 2021
Table 6 above shows that majority of 53(74.7%) of the respondents were Supervisors/ professional staff, 12(16.9%) were managers and 4(5.6%) were directors while 1 (1.4%) was Executive Director and Legal Counsel. This suggests that data was collected from officers who interact with the board either as Executive Director, directors, legal counsel, managers, or Supervisors/professional staff and therefore have experiences in board operations and performance of KACSOA. 
[bookmark: _Toc205656800][bookmark: _Toc129014604]4.3.3 Level of education of respondents
The respondents were grouped in three education levels including degree, postgraduate and masters.
[bookmark: _Toc119887489][bookmark: _Toc129013979]Table 7: The level of education of the respondent
	Level of education
	Frequency 
	Per cent
	Cumulative Per cent

	Degree
	17
	23.9
	23.9

	Post graduate
	25
	35.2
	59.1

	Masters
	29
	40.9
	100.0

	Total
	71
	100.0
	

	
	
	
	


Source: Primary data 2021
Table 7 above shows that majority of respondents, 29(40.9%) had attained a master’s degree, 25(35.2%) had attained a post graduate degree and 17(23.9%) had attained university degree. The study therefore inferred that the respondents had an adequate understanding of corporate governance issues and performance of KACSOA by virtue of the high knowledge they possessed.
[bookmark: _Toc205656801][bookmark: _Toc129014605]4.3.4 The time worked in KASCOA
The respondents were also grouped according to time that they have spent working in the organization for instance less than a year, 1 to 2 years and 3 to 5 years.
[bookmark: _Toc119887490][bookmark: _Toc129013980]Table 8: Time worked in KACSOA
	Time worked
	Frequency
	Per cent
	Cumulative Per cent

	Less than a year
	5
	7.04
	7.04

	1-2 Year
	16
	22.54
	29.58

	3-5 Years
	50
	70.42
	100.00

	Total
	71
	100.00
	


Source: Primary data 2021
According to table 8 above, the majority, 50 (70.42%) of the respondents had been with KACSOA for 3-5 years while 16(22.54%) had been with the organisation for 1-2 years and 5(7.04%) had worked for less than a year. The study findings suggest that 7 in every 10 respondents had been with KACSOA for at least three years and had therefore gained reasonable experiences on corporate governance and performance of the organisation. The views expressed are therefore based on actual experiences gained over the time they had worked with the organisation.
[bookmark: _Toc205656802][bookmark: _Toc129014606]4.4 Respondents view on Status of organisational performance of KACSOA
This sub-section gives a description of organisational performance status which was assessed using a variety of questions as indicated on table 9below. Respondents were asked; “to what extent do you agree with the following? Please tick appropriately; 5 = Strongly Agree, 4= Agree, 3 = Neutral, 2 = Disagree, and 1 = Strongly Disagree. Results are shown below using descriptive statistics of mean (M) and standard deviation (S.D).
[bookmark: _Toc119887491][bookmark: _Toc129013981]Table 9: Respondents view on status of organisational performance
	Descriptive Statistics

	
	No.
	SA
	A
	N
	D
	SD
	Mean
	Std. D
	Comments

	There is high budget compliance
	71
	0
(0%)
	1
(1.4%)
	13
(18.3%)
	31
(43.7%)
	26
(36.6%)
	1.84
	0.76
	Low

	There is high operational efficiency
	71
	7
(9.9%)
	24
(33.8%)
	24
(33.8%)
	10
(14.1%)
	6
(8.5%)
	3.22
	1.08
	High

	There is stakeholder satisfaction in regards to the organizational performance
	71
	0
(0%)
	0
(0%)
	9
(12.7%)
	24
(33.8%)
	38
(53.5%)
	1.59
	0.70
	Low

	Liquidity levels are high enough to meet KACSOA’s short-term obligations
	71
	12
(16.9%)
	33
(46.5%)
	16
(22.5%)
	4
(5.6%)
	6
(8.5%)
	3.57
	1.10
	High

	KACSOA is able to achieve yearly budget estimates and plans
	71
	0
(0%)
	0
(0%)
	2
(2.8%)
	33
(46.5%)
	36
(50.7%)
	1.52
	0.55
	Low

	There is timely delivery of customer queries
	71
	0
(0%)
	33
(46.5%)
	34
(47.9%)
	2
(2.8%)
	2
(2.8%)
	4.35
	0.79
	Very High

	There is efficiency in labor provisions
	71
	26
(36.6%)
	33
(46.5%)
	8
(11.3%)
	3
(4.2%)
	1
(1.4%)
	4.12
	0.87
	Very High

	There is customer satisfaction in quality service provision
	71
	14
(19.7%)
	24
(33.8%)
	24
(33.8%)
	7
(9.9%)
	2
(2.8%)
	3.57
	1.00
	High

	KACSOA meets its obligations when they fall due
	71
	27
(38%)
	40
(56.3%)
	2
(2.8%)
	0
(0%)
	2
(2.8%)
	4.26
	0.77
	Very High

	Valid N (listwise)
	71
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Average Mean and Standard Deviation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	3.12
	0.85
	High



0.00-1.00 Very Low, 1.10-2.00 Low, 2.10-3.00 Moderate, 3.10-4.00 High, 4.10-5.00 Very High
Numbers shown are frequencies and percentages in parenthesis
Source: primary data 2021
According to the findings on the organisational performance status, it was revealed that there is high operational efficiency (mean =3.22), liquidity levels are high enough to meet the organisation’s short-term obligations (mean = 3.57), there is timely delivery of customer queries (mean =4.35), there is efficiency in labour provisions (mean = 4.12),there is customer satisfaction in quality service provision (mean = 3.57), KACSOA meets its obligations when they fall due (mean = 4.26).
On the other hand, the findings also revealed low budget compliance in KACSOA (mean = 1.84), low stakeholder satisfaction in regard to the organizational performance (mean = 1.59), and the organisation is not able to achieve yearly budget estimates and plans (mean = 1.52).
There was a high average mean of 3.12 which is an indicator that the organizational performance of KACSOA is good.
In an interview with some of the key informants, it was found that the performance of KACSOA is lacking. This is as noted below;  
KACSOA is performing poorly, financial reporting has been manipulated and this has led to stakeholder dissatisfaction. As such the organization can no longer be able to meet its goals.
Further, one key informant said;
KACSOA has failed to continue to supplementing government initiatives to deliver crucial services of health, food, education and emergency relief to the poor and most vulnerable persons within communities.
[bookmark: _Toc205656803][bookmark: _Toc129014607]4.5 Board structure and the Performance of KACSOA 
The first objective of the study was to establish the relationship between board structure and Organizational performance of KACSOA. 
[bookmark: _Toc205656804][bookmark: _Toc129014608]4.5.1 Descriptive Results of Board Structure 
Different questions were formulated from the variable board structure and results are presented in the descriptive table below.
[bookmark: _Toc119887492][bookmark: _Toc129013982]Table 10: Descriptive results for board structure 
	Descriptive Statistics

	
	No.
	SA
	A
	N
	D
	SD
	Mean
	Std. D
	Comments

	During board formation, representation of all stakeholders is considered
	71
	3
(4.2%)
	4
(5.6%)
	3
(4.2%)
	39
(54.9%)
	22
(31%)
	1.97
	0.98
	Low

	The number of board members is appropriate enough to represent diverse interests of different patron memberships
	71
	6
(8.5%)
	7
(9.9%)
	0
(0%)
	42
(54.2%)
	16
(22.5%)
	2.22
	1.16
	Moderate

	Expenses related to formulation of the board is realistic in relation to board management costs
	71
	2
(2.8%)
	34
(47.9%)
	2
(2.8%)
	33
(46.5%)
	0
(0%)
	3.07
	1.03
	Moderate

	The number of board members correlates to the number of projects carried out in KACSOA
	71
	23
(32.4%)
	32
(45.1%)
	6
(8.5%)
	8
(11.3%)
	2
(2.8%)
	3.92
	1.05
	High

	The existence of independent directors has a positive impact on KACSOA
	71
	12
(16.9%)
	33
(46.5%)
	7
(9.9%)
	14
(19.7%)
	5
(7%)
	3.46
	1.19
	High

	The board’s decision making and implementation process is collaborative and interactive in nature whilst also involves sufficient sharing of information among board members
	71
	23
(32.4%)
	32
(45.1%)
	2
(2.8%)
	4
(5.6%)
	10
(14.1%)
	3.76
	1.34
	High

	The board is ultimately responsible for overall organizational performance
	71
	2
(2.8%)
	3
(4.2%)
	11
(15.5%)
	33
(46.5%)
	22
(31%)
	2.01
	0.94
	Low

	The board of the KACSOA is autonomous
	71
	2
(2.8%)
	3
(4.2%)
	6
(8.5%)
	37
(52.1%)
	23
(32.4%)
	1.92
	0.91
	Low

	The key considerations made during board appointments are education, qualifications, age, gender relevant knowledge and relevant skills
	71
	2
(2.8%)
	3
(4.2%)
	6
(8.5%)
	35
(49.3%)
	29
(40.8%)
	1.78
	0.90
	Low

	The women board members’ contributions on board matters are appropriate
	71
	2
(2.8%)
	7
(9.9%)
	9
(12.7%)
	30
(42.3%)
	23
(32.4%)
	2.08
	1.05
	Low

	There is satisfactory number of mature and experienced directors in the board
	71
	19
(26.8%)
	35
(49.3%)
	2
(2.8%)
	15
(21.1%)
	0
(0%)
	3.81
	1.05
	High

	The utilization of board members’ knowledge and skills in the board is sufficient
	71
	25
(35.2%)
	28
(39.4%)
	6
(8.5%)
	8
(11.3%)
	
(5.6%)
	3.87
	1.18
	High

	Valid N (listwise)
	71
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Average Mean & Standard Deviation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2.82
	1.07
	Moderate


0.00-1.00 Very Low, 1.10-2.00 Low, 2.10-3.00 Moderate, 3.10-4.00 High, 4.10-5.00 Very High
Source: Primary data
Table 10 shows that the number of board members correlates to the number of projects carried out in KACSOA (mean = 3.92), the existence of independent directors has a positive impact on KACSOA (mean = 3.46), the board’s decision making and implementation process is collaborative and interactive in nature whilst also involves sufficient sharing of information among board members (mean = 3.76),there is satisfactory number of mature and experienced directors in the board (mean = 3.81), the utilization of board members’ knowledge and skills in the board is sufficient (mean = 3.87).
However, some critical issues exist, like during board formation, representation of all stakeholders is not considered (mean = 1.97), the board is not ultimately responsible for overall organizational performance (mean = 2.01), the board of the KACSOA is not autonomous (mean = 1.92), the key considerations made during board appointments such as education, qualifications, age, gender, relevant knowledge and relevant skills are not considered (mean = 1.78), the women board members’ contributions on board matters are not appropriate (mean = 2.08). These were not well considered which constrains the board effectiveness in exercising its oversight roles on the above critical areas.
There exist diverse views in regard to whether the number of board members is appropriate enough to represent diverse interests of different patron memberships (mean = 2.22), and expenses related to formulation of the board is realistic in relation to board management costs (mean = 3.07).
On average, respondents had diverse views on the variable, board structure (mean = 2.82), which is an indicator that the board structure at KACSOA may not be effective.
Based on the above statistics, it can be stated that board structure is less significant to the success of KACSOA performance. This is in contrast with what one key informant said;
KACSOA board structure consists of directors with a diverse set of functional expertise, industry experiences, educational qualifications, ethnic and gender mix that is better equipped to deal with a wide range of issues. There is satisfactory number of mature and experienced directors in the board.
Besides, another key informant stated that; 
The key considerations made during board appointments by KACSOA are education, qualifications, age, gender relevant knowledge and relevant skills.
[bookmark: _Toc205656805][bookmark: _Toc129014609]4.5.2 The effect of board structure on organizational performance of KACSOA
[bookmark: _Toc119887493][bookmark: _Toc129013983]Table 11: Correlation results for organizational performance and board structure
Model Summary
	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate
	Change Statistics

	
	
	
	
	
	R Square Change
	F Change
	df1
	df2
	Sig. F Change

	1
	.916a
	.840
	.837
	.31238
	.840
	361.611
	1
	69
	.000



a. Predictors: (Constant), Board Structure
Table above shows that R value is 0.916, which represents the high correlation and, therefore, indicates the degree of correlation. The R2 value indicates how much of the dependent variable the organizational performance can be explained by the independent variable board structure. Therefore, theR2 value of 0.840 implied that board structure is attributed to the variations in organizational performance by 84% which is a strong fit.
[bookmark: _Toc119887494][bookmark: _Toc129013984]Table 12: Results of Analysis of Variance of Board structure and organizational performance
ANOVAa
	Model
	Sum of Squares
	Df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	35.286
	1
	35.286
	361.611
	.000b

	
	Residual
	6.733
	69
	.098
	
	

	
	Total
	42.018
	70
	
	
	


a. Dependent Variable: organizational Performance
b. Predictors: (Constant), Board Structure
The table 12 revealed that, board structure significantly influences organizational performance of KACSOA at F = 361.611, p = 0.000. This shows that there is a significant relationship between board structure and organizational performance of KACSOA.
[bookmark: _Toc119887495][bookmark: _Toc129013985]Table 13: Regression results showing effect of board structure on organizational performance 
Coefficientsa
	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	T
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	.804
	.127
	
	6.309
	.000

	
	Board Structure
	.819
	.043
	.916
	19.016
	.000


a. Dependent Variable: organizational Performance
It can be observed that the coefficient results above reveal the magnitude and nature of the effect the independent variable; board structure, on the dependent variable; organizational performance of KACSOA. Board structure has a great effect on organizational performance of KACSOA with a Beta value (Beta = 0.916), t value (t = 19.016) and low significance level (p = 0.000). This implies that for every unit rise in board structure enhancement, there is almost one unit rise in organizational performance 91.6% (β = 0. 916) which is statistically good fit. 
[bookmark: _Toc205656806][bookmark: _Toc129014610]4.6 Board Committees
The second objective of the study was to establish the extent to which board committees influences the performance of KACSOA. This subsection will provide descriptive statistics and regression analysis for board committees and organizational performance.
[bookmark: _Toc205656807][bookmark: _Toc129014611]4.6.1 Descriptive Results for Board Committees
Different questions were formulated from the variable board committees and results are presented in the descriptive table below.
[bookmark: _Toc119887496][bookmark: _Toc129013986]Table 14: Descriptive Results for Board committees and KACSOA Performance
	Descriptive Statistics

	
	N
	SA
	A
	N
	D
	SD
	Mean
	Std. D
	Comment

	There is a special executive committee to act on behalf of the KACSOA’s board at times when the full board cannot be convened
	71
	33
(46.5%)
	18
(25.4%)
	2
(2.8%)
	11
(15.5%)
	7
(9.9%)
	3.83
	1.41
	High

	There is a board committee to evaluate and recommend on the overall human resource management (appointment, compensation and pension, training, management development and exits)
	71
	4
(5.6%)
	8
(11.3%)
	6
(8.5%)
	21
(29.6%)
	32
(45.1%)
	2.02
	1.23
	Low

	The key considerations in selection criteria of board committee members are education qualifications, knowledge, professional skills and experience
	71
	34
(47.9%)
	28
(39.4%)
	2
(2.8%)
	2
(2.8%)
	5
(7%)
	4.18
	1.11
	Very High

	The specialization of board committees increases effectiveness and decision making in the organization
	71
	8
(11.3%)
	4
(5.6%)
	2
(2.8%)
	18
(25.4%)
	39
(54.9%)
	1.92
	1.35
	Low

	The division of board tasks increases the level of board efficiency and productivity
	71
	6
(8.5%)
	22
(31%)
	27
(38%)
	9
(12.7%)
	7
(9.9%)
	3.15
	1.07
	High

	The board committees are associated with high board accountability
	71
	4
(5.6%)
	8
(11.3%)
	6
(8.5%)
	21
(29.6%)
	32
(45.1%)
	2.02
	1.23
	Low

	The nomination committee is mandated to undertake board appointments, reappointments and making recommendations to board. –strategic issues
	71
	0
(0%)
	10
(14.1%)
	6
(8.5%)
	25
(35.2%)
	30
(42.3%)
	1.94
	1.04
	Low

	The nomination committee’s mission is to mitigate agency conflict by ensuring effective teamwork within the board members
	71
	22
(31%)
	32
(45.1%)
	2
(2.8%)
	4
(5.6%)
	11
(15.5%)
	3.70
	1.37
	High

	The appointment of board members involves exhaustive vetting process
	71
	33
(46.5%)
	18
(25.4%)
	6
(8.5%)
	8
(11.3%)
	6
(8.5%)
	3.90
	1.33
	High

	The considerations made during board appointments are possession of relevant experience and skills
	71
	36
(50.7%)
	20
(28.2%)
	4
(5.6%)
	6
(8.5%)
	5
(7%)
	4.07
	1.24
	High

	The cooperation and participation of each board member is treated with high regard and diverse opinions are tolerated
	71
	2
(2.8%)
	8
(11.3%)
	2
(2.8%)
	25
(35.2%)
	34
(47.9%)
	1.85
	1.09
	Low

	There is openness and transparency on board matters which are conducted on a defined agenda
	71
	23
(32.4%)
	32
(45.1%)
	2
(2.8%)
	9
(12.7%)
	5
(7%)
	3.83
	1.21
	High

	Valid N (listwise)
Average Mean and Standard Deviation
	71

	
	
	
	
	
	

3.03
	

1.22
	
Moderate


0.00-1.00 Very Low, 1.10-2.00 Low, 2.10-3.00 Moderate, 3.10-4.00 High, 4.10-5.00 Very High
Source: Primary data 
Table 14 above shows that the respondents agreed that there is a special executive committee to act on behalf of the KACSOA’s board at times when the full board cannot be convened (mean = 3.83), the key considerations in selection criteria of board committee members are education qualifications, knowledge, professional skills and experience (mean = 4.18), the division of board tasks increases the level of board efficiency and productivity (mean = 3.15), the nomination committee’s mission is to mitigate agency conflict by ensuring effective team work (mean = 3.70), the appointment of board members involves exhaustive vetting process (mean = 3.90), the considerations made during board appointments are possession of relevant experience and skills (mean = 4.07), there is openness and transparency on board matters which are conducted on a defined agenda (mean = 3.83).
However, the respondents disagreed that there is a board committee to evaluate and recommend on the overall human resource management (appointment, compensation and pension, training, management development and exits)(mean = 2.02), the specialization of board committees increases effectiveness and decision making in the organization (mean = 1.92), the board committees are associated with high board accountability (mean = 2.02), the nomination committee is mandated to undertake board appointments, reappointments and making recommendations to board. –strategic issues (mean = 1.94), the cooperation and participation of each board member is treated with high regard and diverse opinions are tolerated (mean = 1.85). 
On average, respondents had diverse views on the variable board committees (mean = 3.03), which is an indicator that the board committees at KACSOA may not be effective. Qualitative results seemed to be in line with the results above as one interviewee said that; 
There is no board committee to evaluate and recommend on the overall human resource management therefore decreasing effectiveness and decision making in the organization.
Another respondent interviewed said that; 
The board committees aren’t associated with high board accountability and that nomination committee is mandated to undertake board appointments, reappointments and making recommendations to board-strategic issues.
[bookmark: _Toc205656808][bookmark: _Toc129014612]4.6.2 The effect of Board Committees on Organizational Performance of KACSOA 
[bookmark: _Toc119887497][bookmark: _Toc129013987]Table 15: Correlation results for Board committees and organizational performance
Model Summary
	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate
	Change Statistics

	
	
	
	
	
	R Square Change
	F Change
	df1
	df2
	Sig. F Change

	1
	.975a
	.951
	.951
	.17209
	.951
	1349.852
	1
	69
	.000


a. Predictors: (Constant), Board Committee
Table above shows that R value is 0.975, which represents the simple correlation and, therefore, indicates the degree of correlation. The R2 value indicates how much of the dependent variable the organizational performance can be explained by the independent variable board committee. Therefore, theR2 value of 0.951 implied that board committee is attributed to the variations in organizational performance by 95.1% which is a strong fit. 


[bookmark: _Toc119887498][bookmark: _Toc129013988]Table 16: Results from Analysis of Variance of organizational performance and board committee
ANOVAa
	Model
	Sum of Squares
	Df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	39.975
	1
	39.975
	1349.852
	.000b

	
	Residual
	2.043
	69
	.030
	
	

	
	Total
	42.018
	70
	
	
	


a. Dependent Variable: organizational Performance
b. Predictors: (Constant), Board Committee
The table above revealed that, board committee significantly influences organizational performance of KACSOA at F = 1349.852, p = 0.000. This shows that there is a significant relationship between board committee and organizational performance of KACSOA.
[bookmark: _Toc119887499][bookmark: _Toc129013989]Table 17: Regression results for the effect of board committee on organizational performance
Coefficientsa
	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	T
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	1.019
	.061
	
	16.781
	.000

	
	Board Committee
	.692
	.019
	.975
	36.740
	.000


a. Dependent Variable: organizational Performance
It can be observed that the coefficient results above reveal the magnitude and nature of the effect the independent variable; board committee, on the dependent variable; financial performance of KACSOA.
Board committee has a great effect on performance of KACSOA with a Beta value (Beta = 0.975), t value (t = 36.740) and low significance level (p = 0.000). This implies that for every unit rise in board committee enhancement, there is almost one unit rise in organizational performance (97.5%), which is statistically good fit.
[bookmark: _Toc205656809][bookmark: _Toc129014613]4.7 Board Competency
The third objective of the study was to establish the relationship between board competency and performance of KACSOA. 
[bookmark: _Toc205656810][bookmark: _Toc129014614]4.7.1 Descriptive Results for Board Competency
Board competency was measured using 11 items scored on a five-point Likert scale ranging from 5= Strongly Agreed, 4= Agree, 3= Not Sure, 2= Disagree, 1= Strongly Disagree and the findings are presented in Table below using descriptive statistics of mean (M) and standard deviation (S.D).
[bookmark: _Toc119887500][bookmark: _Toc129013990]Table 18: Descriptive Results for Board competency
	Descriptive Statistics

	
	N
	SA
	A
	N
	D
	SD
	Mean
	Std. D
	Comments

	The board composition has a proper mix of skills, knowledge, expertise and experience
	71
	30
(42.3%)
	23
(32.4%)
	2
(2.8%)
	9
(12.7%)
	7
(9.9%)
	3.84
	1.35
	High

	The board of directors are appointed based on their attributes and ability to perform
	71
	27
(38.7%)
	27
(38.7%)
	4
(5.6%)
	11
(15.5%)
	2
(2.8%)
	3.92
	1.15
	High

	The board regularly consults stakeholders
	71
	21
(29.6%)
	32
(45.1%)
	9
(12.7%)
	6
(8.5%)
	3
(4.2%)
	3.87
	1.06
	High

	The board sets goals for the organization
	71
	27
(38%)
	21
(29.6%)
	4
(5.6%)
	11
(15.5%)
	8
(11.3%)
	3.67
	1.41
	High

	The board offers strategic guidance to the organization
	71
	22
(31%)
	36
(50.7%)
	2
(2.8%)
	11
(15.5%)
	0
(0%)
	3.97
	0.98
	High

	The board regularly reviews its own performance
	71
	2
(2.8%)
	7
(9.9%)
	11
(15.5%)
	21
(29.6%)
	30
(42.3%)
	2.01
	1.11
	Low

	The board does monitor, advisory and information dissemination roles
	71
	2
(2.8%)
	4
(5.6%)
	8
(11.3%)
	28
(39.4%)
	29
(40.8%)
	1.90
	1.00
	Low

	The board regularly reviews organization performance
	71
	18
(25.4%)
	42
(59.2%)
	4
(5.6%)
	2
(2.8%)
	5
(7%)
	3.92
	1.03
	High

	The Board exercises its roles and responsibilities effectively
	71
	23
(32.4%)
	25
(35.2%)
	4
(5.6%)
	13
(18.3%)
	6
(8.5%)
	3.64
	1.33
	High

	Organizational reports are detailed and clear
	71
	22
(31%)
	45
(63.4%)
	0
(0%)
	2
(2.8%)
	2
(2.8%)
	4.16
	0.81
	Very high

	The board offers effective leadership to the organization
	71
	20
(28.2%)
	47
(66.2%)
	0
(0%)
	4
(5.6%)
	0
(0%)
	4.16
	0.69
	Very High

	Valid N (listwise)
Average Mean and Standard Deviation
	71

	
	
	
	
	
	
3.55
	
1.08
	
High


0.00-1.00 Very Low, 1.10-2.00 Low, 2.10-3.00 Moderate, 3.10-4.00 High, 4.10-5.00 Very High
Source: Primary data 2021
Table 18 above shows that the board composition has a proper mix of skills, knowledge, expertise and experience (mean = 3.84),the board of directors are appointed based on their attributes and ability to perform (mean = 3.92), while they also agreed that the board regularly consults stakeholders (mean = 3.84) and the board sets goals for the organization (mean = 3.67).
The respondents furthermore agreed that the board offers strategic guidance to the organization the board offers strategic guidance to the organization (mean = 3.97), the board regularly reviews organization performance (mean = 3.92), The Board exercises its roles and responsibilities effectively (mean = 3.64), organizational reports are detailed and clear (mean = 4.16), the board offers effective leadership to the organization (mean = 4.16).
On the other, there was a disagreement in relation to whether board regularly reviews its own performance (mean = 2.01), and also whether the board does monitor, advisory and information dissemination roles (mean = 1.90).
A high average mean of 3.55 is an indicator that the board is competent enough and therefore effective in its operations. Qualitative results seemed to be in line with the results above as one interviewee said that;
The board composition has a proper mix of skills, knowledge, expertise and experience and the board of directors are appointed based on their attributes and ability to perform. This enables them to exercises their roles and responsibilities effectively. 
[bookmark: _Toc205656811][bookmark: _Toc129014615]4.7.2 The effect of Board Competency on Organizational Performance of KACSOA in Kapchorwa District
[bookmark: _Toc119887501][bookmark: _Toc129013991]Table 19: Correlation results for board competency and organizational performance
Model Summary
	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate
	Change Statistics

	
	
	
	
	
	R Square Change
	F Change
	df1
	df2
	Sig. F Change

	1
	.968a
	.937
	.936
	.19542
	.937
	1031.275
	1
	69
	.000


a. Predictors: (Constant), Board Competency
Table above shows that R value is 0.968, which represents the simple correlation and, therefore, indicates the degree of correlation. The R2 value indicates how much of the dependent variable the organizational performance can be explained by the independent variable board competency. Therefore, theR2 value of 0.937 implied that board competency is attributed to the variations of organizational performance by 93.7% which is a strong fit.
[bookmark: _Toc119887502][bookmark: _Toc129013992]Table 20: Results for Analysis of Variance of board competency and organizational performance
ANOVAa
	Model
	Sum of Squares
	Df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	39.383
	1
	39.383
	1031.275
	.000b

	
	Residual
	2.635
	69
	.038
	
	

	
	Total
	42.018
	70
	
	
	


a. Dependent Variable: Organizational Performance
b. Predictors: (Constant), Board Competency
[bookmark: _Toc119887503]The table above revealed that, board competency significantly influences organizational performance of KACSOA at F = 1031.275, p = 0.000. This shows that there is a significant relationship between board competency and organizational performance of KACSOA.
[bookmark: _Toc129013993]Table 21: Regression results for effect of board competency on organizational performance
Coefficientsa
	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	T
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	.423
	.087
	
	4.854
	.000

	
	Board Competency
	.758
	.024
	.968
	32.113
	.000


a. Dependent Variable: organizational Performance
It can be observed that the coefficient results above reveal the magnitude and nature of the effect the independent variable; board competency, on the dependent variable; organizational performance ofKACSOA.
Board competency has a great effect on performance of KACSOA with a Beta value (Beta = 0.968), t value (t = 32.113) and low significance level (p = 0.000). This implies that for every unit rise in board competency enhancement, there is almost one unit rise in organizational performance (96.8%), which is statistically good fit.
[bookmark: _Toc205656812][bookmark: _Toc129014616]4.8 Multiple regression results
This subsection gives results for the regression of all the independent variables (board structure, committees and competency on the dependent variable (organizational performance) of KACSOA.
[bookmark: _Toc119887504][bookmark: _Toc129013994]Table 22: Correlation results for all predictors and dependent variable
Model Summary
	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate
	Change Statistics

	
	
	
	
	
	R Square Change
	F Change
	df1
	df2
	Sig. F Change

	1
	.980a
	.961
	.959
	.15644
	.961
	549.980
	3
	67
	.000


a. Predictors: (Constant), Board Competency, Board Structure, Board Committee
Table above shows that R value is 0.980, which represents the simple correlation and, therefore, indicates the degree of correlation. The R2 value indicates how much of the dependent variable the organizational performance can be explained by the independent variables board competency, board structure, board committee. Therefore, theR2 value of 0.961 implied that board competency, board structure and board committee are attributed to the variations of organizational performance by 96.1% which is a strong fit.
[bookmark: _Toc119887505][bookmark: _Toc129013995]Table 23: Results from Analysis of variance of all predictors and dependent variable
ANOVAa
	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	40.379
	3
	13.460
	549.980
	.000b

	
	Residual
	1.640
	67
	.024
	
	

	
	Total
	42.018
	70
	
	
	


a. Dependent Variable: Organizational Performance 
b. Predictors: (Constant), Board Competency, Board Structure, Board Committee
The table above revealed that, board competency, board structure, board committee significantly influences performance of KACSOA at F = 549.980, p = 0.000. This shows that there is a significant relationship between board competency, board structure, board committee and performance of KACSOA.
[bookmark: _Toc119887506][bookmark: _Toc129013996]Table 24: Multiple regression results for all predictors and dependent variable
Coefficientsa
	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	T
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	.885
	.101
	
	8.785
	.000

	
	Board Structure
	-.203
	.075
	-.227
	-2.700
	.009

	
	Board Committee
	.603
	.096
	.850
	6.295
	.000

	
	Board Competency
	.275
	.087
	.351
	3.141
	.003


a. Dependent Variable: organizational Performance
The magnitude and effect of the various variables of the study as per the above table can be observed as follows: firstly, board committee has the most significant effect on performance of KACSOA because it has the highest Beta value (Beta = 0.850), t value (t = 6.295) and low significance level (p = 0.000). Secondly, board competency affects performance of KACSOA with the next most intensive impact by virtue of its Beta value (Beta = 0.351), t value (t = 3.141) and low significance level (p = 0.003). Board structure has the least and negative effect on performance of KACSOA with a Beta value (Beta = -0.227), t value (t = -0.2700) and low significance level (p = 0.009). This means that when board structure increases by one unit, organizational performance decreases by 0.227.















[bookmark: _Toc205656813][bookmark: _Toc129014617]CHAPTER FIVE
[bookmark: _Toc205656814][bookmark: _Toc129014618]DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS
[bookmark: _Toc205656815][bookmark: _Toc129014619]5.1 Introduction
From the data analysis and interpretation, the study findings have been summarized and discussed. The discussion forms the basis upon which the study conclusions and recommendations were made.
[bookmark: _Toc205656816][bookmark: _Toc129014620]5.2 Discussion of Findings
The study revealed a number of findings. These findings are summarized and discussed below;
[bookmark: _Toc205656817][bookmark: _Toc129014621]5.2.1 Effect of Board Structure on Organizational Performance of KACSOA
The first objective of the study aimed at determining the effect of board structure on organizational performance of KACSOA in Kapchorwa district. The findings showed that board structure has a great effect on performance of KACSOA with a Beta value (Beta = 0.916), t value (t = 19.016) and low significance level (p = 0.000), meaning that the results were statistically significant at 5 percent level of significance. This implies that for every unit rise in board structure enhancement, there is almost one unit rise in organizational performance which is statistically good fit. The study used three indicators of board structure including board size, board independence and board diversity. 
The results are consistent with the findings of Bijman et al. (2012) who concluded that board composition’s impact on cooperative performance was significant and that board structure in terms of independency, training and expertise of directors were key factors influencing board performance. In addition, Franken and Cook (2013), Hakelius (2013) and Fauzi and Locke (2012) also found that increase in board size led to better organizational performance associated with the fact that larger boards result in reduction in managerial entrenchment, greater monitoring and increased board independence. Moreover, other authors (Ahmadu et al. (2011; Malik and Makhdoom (2016); Muchemwa et al. (2016)) found consistent findings that board independence had a positive and significant effect on organisational performance, resulting from improved firm efficiency, and transparent decision making, constrained insider dealing and increased information flows. Furthermore, the findings are also consistent with those of other researchers who found that board diversity in terms of age, gender and experience had a positive effect on organizational performance (Berger et al. (2014); Amoll (2015); Mishra (2016); Macaulay et al. (2018)). Thus, increasing board diversity of KACSOA can foster creativity, social orientation, flexibility, risk taking, technological savvy whilst producing solutions to problems and various perspectives, and thus better performance of KACSOA.
[bookmark: _Toc205656818][bookmark: _Toc129014622]5.2.2 Effect of Board Committees on Organizational Performance of KACSOA
The second objective of the study was to analyze the effect of board committees on organizational performance of KACSOA in Kapchorwa district. The findings revealed that board committees had a great effect on performance of KACSOA with a Beta value (Beta = 0.975), t value (t = 36.740) and low significance level (p = 0.000), meaning that the results were statistically significant at 5 percent level of significance. This implies that for every unit rise in board committees, organizational performance increases by 0.975, which is almost a one unit rise in organizational performance, making ita statistically good fit.
These results are consistent with the findings of Fauzi and Locke (2012), Aggarwal (2013) & Madhani (2015) who found that board committees had a significant and positive effect on firm performance. The reasons explained were that board committees enhance board effectiveness, improve corporate governance and thus firm performance by exerting direct control on management decisions and minimizing agency costs. Moreover, the findings are also consistent with those of Ojeka et al. (2014), Samoei and Rono (2016) and Ssemugenyi (2018) who found that independence, experience and size of audit committees significantly impacted organizational performance. Other authors also concluded that nomination committee positively impacted firm performance as its existence in a company increased effectiveness of board members to work towards the principle of shareholders wealth maximization. (Agyemang-Mintah, 2015). Therefore, increase in competent and skilled board committees in KACSOA could lead to a more controlled management, better financial and social performance and thus increased firm performance (Agyemang and Castellini (2013); Waithaka et al. (2013); Paul et al. (2015); Kamau et al. (2018)).
[bookmark: _Toc205656819][bookmark: _Toc129014623]5.2.3 Effect of Board Competency on Organizational Performance
The third objective of the study was to assess the effect of board competency on organizational performance of KACSOA in Kapchorwa district. The findings indicated that board competency has a great effect on performance of KACSOA with a Beta value (Beta = 0.968), t value (t = 32.113) and low significance level (p = 0.000), meaning that the results were statistically significant at 5 percent level of significance. This implies that for every unit rise in board competency enhancement, there is a 0.968 increase in organizational performance, almost one unit rise which is statistically good fit.
These findings are consistent with those of other Ahmed and Rugami (2019) who found that improved board competency in terms of a more professional and qualified board has a positive effect on organizational performance. In addition, Festo and Nkote (2013) found that a more effective and thus competent board has a positive effect on firm performance. Other authors also found that board skill could have a positive influence on firm performance (Ujunwa (2012); Francis et al. (2015)) while others concluded that a higher level of board expertise results in a greater level of motivation for monitoring the organization’s operations and improved performance outcomes (Alzoubi and Selamat (2012); Adams and Jiang (2020)). In conclusion, a more competent board of KASCOA is likely to enhance critical thinking among the board members, proper discharge of individual and collective roles and thus better corporate governance, which eventually leads to improved organizational performance.
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[bookmark: _Toc205656822][bookmark: _Toc129014626]6.1 Introduction
In this chapter, the conclusion and recommendations are presented in line with the study results; areas of further study are also presented.
[bookmark: _Toc205656823][bookmark: _Toc129014627]6.2 Conclusions
In Uganda, Civil Society Organizations (CSOs) play a central role on both service delivery and development of democracy while also contributing to achieving equality, justice and poverty reduction. This study thus sought to examine the effect of corporate governance indicators–board structure, board committees and board competency on organizational performance in civil societies in Kapchorwa municipality using Kapchorwa Civil Society Alliance (KACSOA) as a case. A cross sectional design was adopted with a sample of 86 respondents comprising of staff of KACSOA who were chosen through purposive and simple random sampling methods. Primary quantitative and qualitative data was collected from the respondents using self-administered structured questionnaires and personal interviews. Secondary data was obtained fromexisting related literature including annual reports from KACSOA. 
Results indicated that all the three variables were statistically significant at 5 percent level of significance. Board committee had the highest positive and significant effect on performance of KACSOA (Beta= 0.975, P=0.000), followed by board competency (Beta= 0.968, P=0.000), and board structure had the lowest significant effect on organizational performance (Beta= 0.916, P=0.000). Drawing from this, it can be concluded that increasing board structure indicators such as board size, board independence and board diversity positively influences the performance of KACSOA. 
From the descriptive statistics, it is evident that KACSOA has high operational efficiency, liquidity levels and efficiency of labour provisions. It also ensures timely delivery of customers queries, meets its obligations and thus there is a high customer satisfaction. However, there is low budget compliance and it’s not able to meet its yearly budget estimates and plans and hence a low stakeholder satisfaction. The organization has a highly competent, independent and experienced board, and satisfactory board size to represent diverse interests although its diversity in terms of gender, age, education, qualifications and specific skills was low. Moreover, KACSOA also has competent and diverse committees which increase its board efficiency and effectiveness, and the thus appointment of board goes through a thorough vetting process. On the other hand, these committees do not contribute to a high board accountability and even the nomination committee does not execute its roles efficiently. Furthermore, the board of KACSOA is highly competent in terms of diversity, setting goals, offering strategic guidance, reviewing organizational performance, offering effective leadership, providing clear and detailed organizational reports, and executing its roles and responsibilities effectively. However, the board is incompetent in reviewing its own performance, monitoring and disseminating information. 
[bookmark: _Toc205656824][bookmark: _Toc129014628]6.3 Recommendations
Drawing from the results and conclusions, KACSOA should reinforce budget compliance and put more effort in achieving yearly budget estimates and plans in order to satisfy stakeholder in regard to the improved organizational performance.
KACSOA should also improve its board diversity in order to strengthen its board structure as this will ensure appropriate representation of diverse interests of different patron memberships. Most especially, the board should pay attention to gender diversity by increasing the number of women on the board and also ensure that their contributions and views are taken into account. More emphasis should also be put to representing all the organization’s stakeholders on the board as well ensuring that the board is autonomous. This will ultimately help to strengthen the board governance structures in KACSOA. 
The organization should also ensure that they form more competent board committees which strive to achieve high board and committee accountability. These committees should execute their roles efficiently, especially the nomination committee. From the findings, KACSOA is further advised to form a committee to evaluate and recommend the overall human resource management. This will ultimately improve the board committees, hence better cooperate governance.
Lastly, the study recommends that KACSOA puts more emphasis in ensuring that the board makes regular reviews on its performance, perform its monitoring, advisory and information dissemination roles efficiently, in order to boost its board competency, and thus contribute to overall organizational performance.
enhance areas such as; have a board committee to evaluate and recommend on the overall human resource management, specialization of board committees to increase effectiveness in decision making, board committees should be associated with high board accountability, allow nominated committee to undertake board appointments, reappointment and make recommendations, treat the cooperation and participation of each board member with high regard and tolerate diverse opinions.
The study was limited by limited records of KACSOA over the past years which reduced the content scope. It is recommended that the organization puts more effort to record keeping
[bookmark: _Toc205656825][bookmark: _Toc129014629]6.4 Areas Recommended for Further Research
The study recommends more research on internal auditing and service delivery among civil society organisations to supplement literature on their audit mechanisms and committees.
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[bookmark: _Toc205656827][bookmark: _Toc129014631]APPENDIX 1: QUESTIONNAIRES
Dear Respondent, I Eunice Chebet, a student of Uganda Christian University is pursuing a Master of Business Administration. As an academic requirement, I am meant to undertake research as a partial fulfillment of the requirement for the award of Master of Business Administration. Kindly feel free to respond to the under listed questions related to my study entitled, “Corporate governance and Organizational performance of CSO in Kapchorwa municipality: a case study of KACSOA”. All information given will be confidential and used only for the purpose of the study.
Your participation in this study will be highly valued. 
Thanking you in advance. 
Yours Faithfully,
Section A: GENERAL INFORMATION 
Kindly answer the following questions as truthfully as possible. Kindly answer the following questions by ticking the most appropriate response () 
1. What is your position (title)? ........................................................................ 
2. Gender 
Male    			[   ]      		 Female     		[    ] 
3. Age Bracket 
Below 25 Years 		[   ]   		25 to 35 Years		[   ] 
36 to 45 Years		[   ] 		46 Years and above 	[   ] 
4. How long is your duration of employment in the current KACSOA? 
Less than 1 Year 		[   ]  		1 to less than 3 years 	[   ]  	
3 to less than 5 years 	[   ]   		Above 5 years 	[   ] 
5. What’s your level of education attainment? 
Secondary Education 	[   ] 		College 		[   ] 	
University Education 	[   ] 		Postgraduate 		[   ] 

6. How long has KACSOA been running? 
Less than 5 years 		[  ] 		6 to 10 years 		[  ]  
11 to 20 years		[  ] 		Above 20 years 	[  ] 
6. How many employees are employed by KACSOA? 
Up to 50 employees 	[  ]      50 to less than 100 employees 	[  ] 
100 to 150 employees 	[  ] 	           Above 150 employees 	[  ] 
7. How many branches does KACSOA have? 
1 branch 			[  ] 	        2 to less than 5 branches [  ] 
5 to less than 10 branches	[  ] 		    Above 10 branches [  ]
Section B: Board structure and organizational performance of KACSOA
To what extent do you agree with the following? Please tick appropriately; 5= Strongly Agree, 4= Agree, 3 = Neutral, 2 = Disagree, and 1 = Strongly Disagree
	S/n 
	Statement
	SA
	A
	N
	D
	SD

	
	Board Structure
	
	
	
	
	

	1
	During board formation, representation of all stakeholders is considered
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	The number of board members is appropriate enough to represent diverse interests of different patron memberships
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	Expenses related to formulation of the board is realistic in relation to board management costs
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	The number of board members correlates to the number of projects carried out in KASCOA
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	The existence of independent directors has a positive impact on KACSOA
	
	
	
	
	

	6
	The board’s decision making and implementation process is collaborative and interactive in nature whilst also involves sufficient sharing of information among board members
	
	
	
	
	

	7
	The board is ultimately responsible for overall organizational performance
	
	
	
	
	

	8
	The board of the KASCOA is autonomous
	
	
	
	
	

	9
	The key considerations made during board appointments are education, qualifications, age, gender relevant knowledge and relevant skills
	
	
	
	
	

	10
	The women board members’ contributions on board matters are appropriate
	
	
	
	
	

	11
	There is satisfactory number of mature and experienced directors in the board
	
	
	
	
	

	12
	The utilization of board members’ knowledge and skills in the board is sufficient.
	
	
	
	
	


Section C: Board Committees and KACSOA Performance 
To what extent do you agree with the following? Please tick appropriately; 5= Strongly Agree, 4= Agree, 3 = Neutral, 2 = Disagree, and 1 = Strongly Disagree 
	S/n 
	Statement
	SA
	A
	N
	D
	SD

	
	Board committee 
	
	
	
	
	

	1
	There is a special executive committee to act on behalf of the KASCOA’s board at times when the full board cannot be convened
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	There is a board committee to evaluate and recommend on the overall human resource management (appointment, compensation and pension, training, management development and exits) 
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	The key considerations in selection criteria of board committee members are education qualifications, knowledge, professional skills and experience
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	The specialization of board committees increases effectiveness and decision making in the organization
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	The division of board tasks increases the level of board efficiency and productivity.
	
	
	
	
	

	6
	The board committees are associated with high board accountability
	
	
	
	
	

	7
	The nomination committee is mandated to undertake board appointments, reappointments and making recommendations to board. 
	
	
	
	
	

	8
	The nomination committee’s mission is to mitigate agency conflict by ensuring effective team work within the board members 
	
	
	
	
	

	9
	The appointment of board members involves exhaustive vetting process
	
	
	
	
	

	10
	The considerations made during board appointments are possession of relevant experience and skills
	
	
	
	
	

	11
	The cooperation and participation of each board member is treated with high regard and diverse opinions are tolerated
	
	
	
	
	

	12
	There is openness and transparency on board matters which are conducted on a defined agenda
	
	
	
	
	



Section D: Board competency and KACSOA’s performance
To what extent do you agree with the following? Please tick appropriately; 5 = Strongly Agree, 4= Agree, 3 = Neutral, 2 = Disagree, and 1 = Strongly Disagree
	S/n
	Statement
	SA
	A
	N
	D
	SD

	
	Board Competency
	
	
	
	
	

	1
	The  board composition has a proper mix of skills, knowledge, expertise and experience
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	The board of directors are appointed based on their attributes and ability to perform
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	The board regularly consults stakeholders
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	The board sets goals for the organization
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	The board offers strategic guidance to the organization
	
	
	
	
	

	6
	The board regularly reviews its own performance
	
	
	
	
	

	7
	The board does monitor, advisory and information dissemination roles
	
	
	
	
	

	8
	The board regularly reviews organization performance
	
	
	
	
	

	9
	The Board exercises its roles and responsibilities effectively
	
	
	
	
	

	10
	Organizational reports are detailed and clear
	
	
	
	
	

	11
	The board offers effective leadership to the organization
	
	
	
	
	


Section E. Organizational Performance
To what extent do you agree with the following? Please tick appropriately; 5 = Strongly Agree, 4= Agree, 3 = Neutral, 2 = Disagree, and 1 = Strongly Disagree
	S/n 
	Statement
	SD
	D
	N
	A
	SA

	
	Organizational performance
	
	
	
	
	

	1.
	There is high budget compliance.
	
	
	
	
	

	2.
	There is high operational efficiency
	
	
	
	
	

	3.
	There is stakeholder satisfaction in regards to the organizational performance
	
	
	
	
	

	4.
	Liquidity levels are high enough to meet KACSOA’s short-term obligations
	
	
	
	
	

	5.
	KACSOA is able to achieve yearly budget estimates and plans
	
	
	
	
	

	6.
	There is timely delivery of customer queries 
	
	
	
	
	

	7.
	There is efficiency in labor provisions
	
	
	
	
	

	8.
	There is customer satisfaction in quality service provision
	
	
	
	
	

	9.
	KACSOA meets its obligations when they fall due
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1. In your own view, how does board structure affect the performance of KACSOA in Kapchorwa district? Please elaborate. 
2. How does do board committees affect the performance of KACSOA in Kapchorwa district? Please elaborate. 
3. How does board competency on organizational performance of KACSOA in Kapchorwa district? Please elaborate. 
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